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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
IMMIGRANT HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS’ IN-DEPTH UNDERSTANDINGS OF 
HERITAGE LANGUAGE AND BILINGUALISM 
by 
Edwin David Arrieta 
Florida International University, 2011 
Miami, Florida 
Professor Eric Dwyer, Major Professor 
 The purpose of this research was to explore perceptions among 9th through 
12th grade students from Brazil, Haiti and Jamaica, with respect to their heritage 
languages: Portuguese, Haitian Creole, and Jamaican Patois. An additional purpose was 
to understand in greater detail possible variations of perception with respect to heritage 
language maintenance (or loss) in relation to one’s gender, first language, and place of 
birth. The research implemented semi-structured interviews with male and female 
adolescents with these heritage language backgrounds. Participants’ responses were 
recorded and transcribed. The transcriptions were analyzed via a categorizing of themes 
emerging from the data. 
 Data were analyzed using inductive analysis. Three categories emerged from the 
inductive analysis of the data: (a) heritage language, (b) bilingualism, and (c) English as a 
second language. The analysis reveals that as participants learn English, they continue to 
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value their heritage language and feel positively toward bilingualism, but differ in their 
preference regarding use of native language and English in a variety of contexts. There 
seems to be a mismatch between a positive attitude and an interest in learning their 
heritage language. Families and teachers, as agents, may not be helping students fully 
understand the advantages of bilingualism. Students seem to have a lack of understanding 
of bilingualism’s cognitive and bi-literacy benefits. Instead, employment seems to be 
perceived as the number one reason for becoming bilingual. Also, the students have a 
desire to add culture to the heritage language curriculum. 
 The study was conducted at one of the most diverse and largest high schools in 
Palm Beach, in Palm Beach County, Florida. The results of this study imply that given 
the positive attitude toward heritage language and bilingualism, students need to be 
guided in exploring their understanding of heritage language and bilingualism. 
Implications for teaching and learning, as well as recommendations for further research, 
are included.   
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CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The United States has always been a multilingual society, in which thousands of 
people from Latin America, Southeast Asia, Eastern Europe and other non-English 
speaking countries have been [constantly migrating]” (Carrasquillo & Rodriguez, 2002, 
p. 2). However, most children will lose their predecessors’ heritage language within three 
generations of their family’s arrival in the country (Hinton, 1999; Wiley & Valdes, 2001). 
Immigrants often offer overt statements regarding the necessity of learning English and 
their desire to utilize “the wealth of information, culture, and resources with[in] them” 
(Pappamihiel, 2003, p. 2). New residents along with citizens born in the United States 
also seem interested in maintaining their heritage language (Hae-Young, 2003; Veltman, 
1990) and report a positive disposition toward their heritage language (Veltman, 1990). 
In fact, many immigrants and new residents maintain their heritage language and interact 
with relatives and friends who use that language at home (Hinton, 1999; Wiley & Valdes, 
2001).  
Currently, learning English seems to be a national priority, although there is also 
recent impetus for students to maintain or develop their heritage language. As a 
consequence, many educators are now recognizing that fluency in English and a heritage 
language, at academically advanced proficiencies, can be advantageous for the student 
and the nation (Cummins, 2005; Hakuta et al., 2000; Krashen, 1996; Thomas & Collier, 
1997). 
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In fact, many legal decisions have been favorable toward bilingualism.1 In the 
cases of Lau vs. Nichols and Plyler vs. Doe, the United States Supreme Court held that all 
children merit access to school content regardless of their language background or 
immigration status (Banks & McGee, 2006; Epstein, 2001). These decisions imply a 
compliance factor as well as a perspective in which students are no longer forced to 
disconnect from their cultural and linguistic communities (Crawford, 1996) as previously 
established by policies that were imposed at the beginning of the 20th century.  
This study similarly applies Lewis (1980), Omaggio-Hadley (1993), and 
Carrasquillo and Rodriguez’s (2002) concept of an additive approach to education in 
which students build upon any language they bring into the classroom. Here, immigrant 
heritage language students optimally work through their education in one dominant 
language—in this case, English —without risking the loss of their heritage language. For 
example, a member of a Mayan community outside of Guatemala, may be considered a 
heritage language learner should they be studying and acquiring their heritage language.  
It is important to note the complexities of language and how these complexities 
intertwine with the heritage language. In the case of the students from Jamaica, it is 
important to recognize that students reflect a more complex linguistic representation —
from a variation of their languages. Throughout this study, the term Jamaican Patois will 
be used, a term often popularly implemented by Jamaicans when referring to the 
language spoken by the low social class in Jamaica (Pryce, 1997). Nevertheless, this 
study also recognizes the terms Jamaica Creole, which some linguists use 
                                                 
1 Grosjean (1989) defines bilingualism as a person with communicative skills in two or more languages in 
daily life. Throughout this dissertation, the term bilingual will be used; however, such does not imply a 
limitation of two languages. For example, students who speak Haitian-Creole and French may also be 
engaging in a form of bilingualism in the addition of a third language, English. 
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interchangeably with Patois (Pryce, 1997), and Jamaican Standard English, which refers 
to a dialect used more in academic settings (Alleyne, 1989). This study also recognizes 
that students are not necessarily choosing either version of the language, using rather a 
mixture of both versions (Shields, 1989). 
In such cases all learners are part of the community and are heritage language 
learners regardless of their proficiency level and mastery of that language (Fishman, 
2001; McCarty, 2002). In addition, students who come from homes where they have had 
some exposure to the language are also considered heritage language learners. In general, 
a heritage language student is a person studying a language to which that student has a 
cultural connection. Valdes (2001) defines heritage language as a language learned at 
home that is different from the dominant language of the new or hosting community.  
A principal challenge of this study was to understand the extent to which any 
additive approach may foster a student’s re-affirmation (or lack thereof) of both the 
dominant language and the heritage language. An additional goal of this study was to 
understand how to merge the dominant and heritage languages into an emerging 
bilingualism. 
 According to Valdés (2001), bilingualism is the ability to communicate 
effectively in two languages with similar degrees of proficiency in both languages. 
Contrastively, Wong-Fillmore (1991) indicates that language attrition occurs when 
people of the language minority shift to the dominant language and, at the same time, 
replace and lose their heritage language.  
 This study examines these tethered phenomena —bilingualism, heritage language 
maintenance, and attrition—with respect to language use in immigrant high school 
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students. High school students were asked about their in-depth understanding of their 
heritage language to determine to what extent they believe they are maintaining or desire 
maintaining their heritage language. The purpose of this study was to examine what 
students think about heritage language. This study was limited to immigrant high school 
students primarily because heritage language studies have focused on elementary school 
students, and research reports that as age increases, heritage language decreases.  
 
Factors Affecting Heritage Language Maintenance 
 In reviewing contributing factors with respect to heritage language maintenance, 
gender, place of birth and residence seem to be determining factors in people’s in-depth 
understanding of their heritage language. Dewaele (2005) concluded that “[gender] was 
significantly linked to attitudes toward [heritage language], with female participants 
being much more positive than male participants” (p. 128). Potowski (2004) similarly 
revealed that immigrant females used 18.5% more Spanish than males, regardless of the 
variety of language used. Veltman (1990) also indicated that Hispanic immigrant women 
were more likely than Hispanic immigrant men to remain Spanish monolinguals. 
In reviewing contributing factors with respect to heritage language maintenance, 
gender, place of birth, and residence seem to be determining factors in people’s in-depth 
understanding towards their heritage language. Dewaele (2005) concluded that “[gender] 
was significantly linked to attitudes toward [heritage language], with female participants 
being much more positive than male participants” (p. 128). Potowski (2004) similarly 
revealed that immigrant females used 18.5% more Spanish than males, regardless of the 
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variety of language used. Veltman (1990) also indicated that Hispanic immigrant women 
were more likely than Hispanic immigrant men to remain Spanish monolinguals. 
The location of one’s residence also appears to be a contributing factor in heritage 
language maintenance and attrition. Dewaele (2005) indicated that students living in rural 
areas are less likely to maintain their heritage language as compared to those living in 
urban areas, suggesting that, partly because of the size of enclaves of speakers who 
support heritage language maintenance, students may encounter fewer opportunities to 
engage in the heritage language, thus depleting their disposition toward maintaining that 
language. Indeed, Ramirez (2000) found that Hispanic high school students living in 
urban areas in Miami and Los Angeles demonstrated different dispositions toward 
heritage language, and exhibited a tendency to value Spanish more than students living in 
rural areas.  
Additionally, there may be a relationship between place of birth and the 
perception of heritage language. In a pilot study of 9th through 12th grade students in 
South Florida, Arrieta and Dwyer (2003) found inconsistencies—both positive and 
negative—in students’ in-depth understanding of their heritage language. In that study, 
males and females reported different in-depth understanding, depending on where they 
were born. For example, the responses of female adolescents from South America were 
more favorable toward heritage language when compared to the responses of the female 
adolescents from Central America.  
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Advantages of Bilingualism and Heritage Language Maintenance 
 By promoting self-identity, self-esteem, and self confidence, bilingualism 
promotes cognitive abilities, increases academic achievements, and assists students in 
becoming more employable in the job market (Bialystock, 2001; Diaz, 1983; Peal & 
Lambert, 1962). For example, bilingual students try to solve problems in one language 
but are able to switch to the other if needed. Mouw and Xie (1999) concluded that 
bilingual students have an advantage because they possess two codes for each concept, 
leading to greater cognitive flexibility and abstract reasoning. Furthermore, research 
reveals that bilingualism has a positive effect on children’s academic achievement 
because the student may feel positive about their desired linguistic identity, as expressed 
by Bourdieu (1997). These reports support the premise that bilingual students posses a 
social advantage in a world where the majority of the population is multilingual, 
including the job market. Additionally, the bilingual student contributes to society’s 
cultural richness and resources as they hold skills that are valued and are becoming more 
essential in the current global market place (Snyder, 2008). 
Similarly, heritage language development is a major step toward bilingualism, and 
as such, it is considered an existing and essential resource. A clear advantage is the 
capability of the heritage language student of tapping into their existing linguistic and 
cultural knowledge. In this respect, heritage language is an asset that serves as an 
intellectual instrument to be used at the convenience and the necessity imposed by the 
student in becoming bilingual (Cummins, 1994; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1995; and Tokuhama-
Espinoza, 2003). 
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Impediments to Bilingualism 
 Extrinsically, a lack of cultural and linguistic resources, English-only policies, 
and anti-bilingual education policies serve as impediments toward bilingualism 
(Crawford, 2006). Intrinsically, the lack of interest and conscious or unconscious 
misinformation about the benefits of bilingualism can be barriers toward bilingualism. 
Perhaps, a major ablution may be the students’ lack of intensity, enthusiasm, and 
motivation to continue learning the heritage language (Cummins, 1994; Skutnabb-
Kangas, 1995; and Tokuhama-Espinoza, 2003). In this case, if the advantages outweigh 
the impediments, the students seem able to foster cognitive capabilities, communicate 
with people of their heritage language and background, and strengthen their employment 
opportunities. 
 
Statement of the Research Problem 
An obvious question remains: Why is there a decline in heritage language use 
when there are so many positive reasons for students to maintain and develop their 
heritage language? As will be discussed further in Chapter 2, there are numerous 
possibilities that may explain this phenomenon. However, a predominant possibility is 
that speakers of these languages—in many cases, language immigrant students—rather 
than being seen as untapped and strategic resources benefiting their communities, are 
often perceived by other students as having a communicative impediment. As a result of 
such negativity and despite the theoretical benefits of additive bilingualism, heritage 
language speakers are seemingly not inclined to maintain their heritage language, 
displaying an overwhelming preference toward English (Portes & Hao, 2002). 
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Students whose first language is not English regularly report a positive disposition 
toward their heritage language and report an intention to maintain it (Beaudrie & Ducar, 
2005). Similarly, researchers report that bilingualism is often an advantage for students 
(Cummins, 2005; Krashen, 1996; Thomas & Collier, 1997). If students consider both 
(a) wanting to learn their heritage language and (b) the positive aspects of bilingualism, 
then students would be expected to continue actively pursuing learning their heritage 
language. However, language attrition is still a dominant phenomenon with communities 
losing their heritage language within three generations (Hinton, 1999; Wiley & Valdes, 
2001). Furthermore, there is evidence that high school may be a critical time in people’s 
lives when decisions are made with respect to maintaining one’s heritage language 
(Krosnick & Wittenbrink, 2005). Finally, those decisions seem to be made differently 
depending on the decision-maker’s gender and place of birth (Arrieta & Dwyer, 2003). 
As a result of these considerations, the problem addressed in this study is the continuing 
decline of bilingualism regardless of students’ positive attitude toward heritage language. 
 
Theoretical Framework 
 This study is based on the premise that heritage language students are able to 
develop equal language competence and proficiency in their heritage language and 
English through Carrasquillo and Rodriguez’s (2002) notion of an additive approach. 
Some benefits coming as a result of bilingual language education—e.g., self-identity, 
self-esteem, self-confidence, cognitive abilities, increase academic achievement, and 
increased opportunities in the job market—could lead one to ask why bilingualism is not 
more widely promoted. Nevertheless, subtractive forces—i.e., the replacing of one 
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language at the expense of one already existing by elements, often political or societal 
that suggest that bilingualism is more problematic than advantageous—can create forces 
and environments where bilingualism is hindered rather than fostered (Hinton, 1999; 
Agbo, 2004). Of principal intrigue in this study is how a tug-of-war between additive and 
subtractive notions is manifested in a population of students at an age where decisions to 
advance into bilingualism could be most critical. In other words, if adolescents actively 
endeavor toward bilingualism with their heritage language during their teenage years, 
prospects for bilingualism and cognitive benefits associated with it—may propel students 
toward some sort of academic prowess. However, if subtractive forces are stronger, we 
should ask these same students why they are not pursuing bilingualism and to what extent 
these forces may be outweighing the additive ones. 
 
Research Questions 
 The following research questions were explored in this study: 
1.  What in-depth understanding of the value of heritage language do students 
have about their own heritage language?  
2.  What is their in-depth understanding of the value of bilingualism? 
3.  Are there any differences in the answers associated with (a) gender, 
(b) place of birth, or (c) first language? 
 
Purpose of the Study 
The goal of this study was to explore immigrant high school students’ in-depth 
understanding of heritage language as it pertains to their own bilingualism (or lack 
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thereof) through their heritage language. This study sought to examine pressures high 
school students may experience with respect to either maintaining or losing their heritage 
language. Student responses could provide insight for both teachers and their students 
regarding language maintenance and additive bilingualism, or indeed a lack thereof. In 
addition, such close encounters with immigrant students could provide a more detailed 
examination of the evolution of language policies such as Lau vs. Nichols and Plyler vs. 
Doe, which originally exhibited apparent contradictions and discouraged bilingualism.  
Another purpose of this study was to further examine immigrant high school 
students’ in-depth understanding of their heritage language, which in turn may provide a 
foundation for creating mechanisms to foster heritage language maintenance. 
A final purpose of this research was to engage politicians, as well as private and 
public entities, to attend to the interests of heritage language maintenance. The objective 
was to engage policy makers and community advocates in an active discussion with 
respect to creating mechanisms that foster heritage language maintenance and to address 
heritage language-hindering policies and practices. 
 
Definitions and Terms 
In order to foster more definitive comprehension of this research study, the 
following operational definitions were employed: 
Additive bilingualism. Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (2002) define additive bilingualism as 
“a linguistic instructional context in which learners who have attained the 
expected level of proficiency in their first language add a second language to their 
existing linguistic repertoire” (p. 67). 
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Agents. Lane (2003) refers to agents as people who have the power or authority to 
represent and act on behalf others. 
Attrition. Wong-Fillmore (1991) defines language attrition as the loss of language skills 
within an individual over time. 
Balanced bilinguals. Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (2002) define balanced bilinguals to 
individuals who have developed equal competence and proficiency in both 
languages. 
Bilingual. Valdés (2001) refers to bilingualism for those speakers with native or native-
like proficiency in two languages. 
Bilingualism. Grosjean (1989) defines bilingualism as a person with communicative 
skills in two or more languages in daily life. 
Credibility. Trochim (2006) states that credibility criteria involve establishing the results 
of the investigation to be credible or believable from the perspective of the 
participants in the research. 
Curricularist. Hayes (1991) refers to a curricularist as a curriculum theorist. 
Generalizability. Rubin and Rubin (1995) define generalizability as “extend[ing] what 
you learned beyond the original setting and the original interviewees by logic of 
comparison” (p. 76). 
Heritage language. Valdés (2001) denotes heritage language as a language learned at 
home that is different from the dominant language of the community. 
Heritage language student. Valdés (2001) defines a heritage language student as a one 
who speaks or merely understands the heritage language and is to some degree 
proficient in both the dominant language and the heritage language. 
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Intention. Rummel (1976) defines intention as a particular disposition in the process of 
realization, an active need to reach some future goal through a specific behavior 
in a particular situation. 
Jamaican Creole. Pryce (1997) refers to Jamaican Creole as the definition used by 
linguists to refer to Jamaican Patois. 
Jamaican Patois. Pryce (1997) defines Jamaican Patois as the popular term used by 
Jamaicans when referring to the language spoken by lower social classes in 
Jamaica.  
Jamaican Standard English. Alleyne (1989) defines Jamaican Standard English as the 
language spoken by upper and middle social classes in Jamaica. 
Language maintenance. Brandt and Youngman (1989) define language maintenance as a 
collective decision to continue using the language or languages traditionally used 
at home or in the community.  
Language minority student. Anstrom (1996) defines a language minority student as an 
individual living in a household in which a language other than English is spoken. 
Semi-structured interviews. Rubin and Rubin (1995) refer to semi-structured interviews 
as “introduc[ing] a topic, then guid[ing] the discussion by asking specific 
questions” (p. 5). 
Subtractive bilingualism. Wong-Fillmore (1991) defines subtractive bilingualism as the 
replacement of one language at the expense of another. 
Title III. Title III is a grant funded by the United States Department of Education for 
English language learners and immigrant students. 
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Significance to Theory and Practice 
This research is important because the findings might have wider implications in 
terms of curricular design and instructional models that foster realistic means for students 
to maintain their heritage language. Chevalier (2004) and Douglas (2005) argued for 
developing a heritage language curriculum that includes the uniqueness of the heritage 
language student, envisioning a specific curriculum that recognizes the needs of the 
heritage language learner as a vehicle towards bilingualism. These authors suggested that 
a principal task for curriculum writers should be to initiate a process of developing a 
curriculum in cooperation with heritage language students. Specifically, findings from 
this study may hold implications for attitudinal research in heritage language by 
 providing a basis for understanding specific activities to be adopted by 
students in order to maintain their heritage language; 
 addressing differences in attitudes among young men and women from 
different geographical regions where a language other than English is 
spoken; 
 assisting students, teachers and parents in understanding and learning 
about the emotions associated with maintaining or losing a heritage 
language; and 
 acknowledging variables such as gender and place of birth with respect to 
future study of heritage language, and learning of other world languages. 
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Assumptions 
Lai (2005) and Taylor (1994) concluded that monolingual immigrants living in 
the United States may be able to speak English and their heritage language. On the other 
hand, bilingual immigrants living in the United States may not equally coexist in both 
linguistic and social environments. Many immigrants recognize the need to live in 
harmony with both linguistic environments. The underlying assumption for the 
immigrant is the desirability to achieve competence in several languages, not just the 
heritage language. Consequently, bilingualism is assumed to be the most desirable 
cooperative goal among all heritage language speakers. Heritage language maintenance 
and development, as well as the increase of bilingualism, are related to other underlying 
issues in language policy, language choice, and heritage language instruction as a vehicle 
toward bilingualism. 
 
Delimitations of the Study 
 The study focused on immigrant high school students for two fundamental 
reasons: First, Lucas (1993) and Norrid-Lacey and Spencer (1999) indicate that research 
in the area of bilingualism and heritage language education has focused primarily on the 
elementary age students; thus, we know little about older students. Next, Crystal (2000) 
reports that as age increases heritage language decreases. With respect to these reasons, 
immigrant high school students may face difficult decisions regarding bilingualism and 
language attrition because of the high academic language demands of their classes as well 
as the social language demands in and out of the home (Ovando & Collier, 1998). 
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It is also important to consider the critical nature of the high school students’ age 
and its potential effect on important decisions, such as language choices. This seems to be 
an age when students make decisions, either consciously or unconsciously, about whether 
to pursue heritage language study, an endeavor necessitating extra time and energy. In 
turn, both perception and adaptation may affect students’ need to maintain the heritage 
language and how immigrants ultimately value their own bilingualism (Anderson, 1981; 
Gibbons et al., 2002).   
A greater understanding of individuals whose high school experiences could drive 
the sustenance or the loss of heritage language while they face an unequivocal 
opportunity to be bilingual or monolingual can become a tool to support these students in 
their decision-making process. 
 
Organization of the Study 
The second chapter contains a review of the literature from the fields of 
bilingualism, linguistics, sociolinguistics, culture, and psychology, as they relate to 
understanding attitudes and in-depth understanding associated with language 
development. The review of the literature provides a foundation that helps relate the 
research questions to the existing research. The research design and methods are 
described in the third chapter. In the fourth chapter an analysis of the data and its findings 
is presented. Lastly, in the fifth chapter, implications of the findings and 
recommendations for future research are proposed. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
 
This literature review provides background justifying this inquiry, specifically 
revealing a lack of understanding of how in-depth understanding is constantly changing 
and how students adapt to new roles within the immediate social context.  
Promoting heritage language use in the United States denotes equal value to both 
one’s heritage language, as well as English. Encouraging students may facilitate 
recognition of bilingualism as equally comprehensive and satisfying in both languages—
an additive approach—without risking a replacement of one language at the expense of 
another—a subtractive approach. In history as well as current times, the subtractive 
approach has dominated. Heritage language continues to decline despite heritage 
language communities’ positive perception of heritage language and the value of 
bilingualism. Such linguistic repression dates from the early 1800s (and likely much 
earlier), when Native American children were forced to learn English, to the present with 
mandates such as Proposition 227 in California, demonstrating the unvalued position of 
heritage languages in the United States (Crawford, 2006). 
 
Bilingualism 
Bilingualism is the ability to communicate effectively in two languages with 
similar degree in both languages (Valdés, 2001). In contrast to the historical policies of 
the United States, research by several authors, including Bialystock (2001), as well as 
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Peal and Lambert (1962), has shown bilingual people outperforming their monolingual 
counterparts during cognitive experiments.2  Peal and Lambert indicated bilingual 
children significantly outperform monolingual children in most cognitive tests and 
subtests, even when groups were controlled for gender, age, and socio-economic status. 
Diaz (1983) noted that bilingual children have been found to have a more “diversified 
pattern of abilities than their monolingual peers” (p. 32). Diaz (1983) and Landry (1974) 
suggested the presence of flexibility in terms of language switching, where the bilingual 
students try to solve problems in one language but switch to the other if needed. Mouw 
and Xie (1999) concluded that bilingual students have an advantage over monolingual 
students because they possess two codes for each concept, leading to greater cognitive 
flexibility and abstract reasoning. Research reveals that bilingualism has a positive effect 
on children’s academic achievement because it increases a desired identity and, as 
expressed by Bourdieu (1997) and Hooghe (2007), provides access to cultural capital. 
These reports support the premise that additive bilingualism promotes a heightened 
development of the heritage language speaker’s cultural, economic, and social 
opportunities in a world where the majority of the population is multilingual. 
Furthermore, research indicates that bilinguals may hold some advantages over 
monolinguals in their ability to form concepts. In fact, such advantages of bilingualism in 
young people have long been acknowledged. Peal and Lambert (1962) summarized their 
research supporting the positive advantages of bilingualism as follows: 
 
                                                 
2 The term cognitive was first used by Peal & Lambert (1962) to describe the performance of bilinguals on 
measures of general intelligence. Also, see Diaz (1983). 
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Two language systems seems [sic] to have left [children] with a mental flexibility, 
a superiority in concept formation, and a more diversified set of mental abilities, 
in the sense that the pattern of abilities developed by bilinguals was more 
heterogeneous…In contrast the monolingual appears to have a more unitary 
structure of intelligence, which he must use for all types of intellectual tasks.  
(p. 112) 
 
 In addition, Diaz (1983) indicated that bilinguals show a greater grasp of linear 
measurement concepts and greater natural ease for discovering additive rules than their 
monolingual peers. 
Magiste (1986) explained that achieving equal proficiency in both languages is a 
slow process, even if the formal and informal training conditions are optimal: “If the 
language task is suited to the students’ cognitive capability, elementary school students 
will generally acquire that task with greater ease than high school students due to their 
greater spontaneity, flexibility, and imitative ability” (p. 117). Lambert and Klineberg 
(1967) found that children at age 10 also experienced a positive shift in interest toward 
other cultures and languages, recognizing that children at this age may be at a pinnacle in 
maximizing their willingness to maintain other languages. 
 
Additive Bilingualism 
 Additive bilingualism “is a linguistic…context in which learners who have 
attained the expected level of proficiency in their first language add a second language to 
their existing linguistic repertoire” (Carrasquillo & Rodriguez, 2002, p. 67). In other 
words, “the second language and culture are unlikely to replace the first language and 
culture” (Carrasquillo & Rodriguez, 2002, p. 67). Furthermore, there is a recognized 
distinction between balanced and dominant bilinguals. Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (2002) 
  
 19
clarify that balanced bilinguals refers to all the students who may develop reasonably 
equal competence and proficiency3 in both languages,4 while dominant bilinguals are 
students who demonstrate greater proficiency and competence in one language than in the 
second language. Collier (1992), as well as Slavin and Cheung (2005), support the idea of 
additive bilingualism by advocating the promotion of language minority students’ first 
language development, and English, with high degrees of contextual support and active 
cognitive task involvement, in order to achieve high levels of competence in both 
languages.  
 Research has found negative consequences of not promoting additive 
bilingualism. Veltman (2000) indicates that an inverse phenomenon occurs when students 
learn a second language and replace their first language with it, an act referred to as 
subtractive bilingualism. According to Wong-Fillmore (1991), when acquisition of the 
first language is interrupted and insufficient, or unstructured language input follows from 
the second language, the speaker may become partially proficient in the second language, 
but often below the monolingual standards. 
Promoting Heritage Language and Bilingualism 
 According to Lewis (1980), continuance of heritage language is an ideal way to 
promote bilingualism among children. To support this idea, Lambert (1985), though not 
explicitly addressing heritage language, explained that “Spanish-American children and 
adolescents can learn English better and adjust more comfortably to [the United States] if 
                                                 
3 Omaggio-Hadley (1993) explains that proficiency “is the actual production and comprehension of 
language used in specific instances of language use” and competence “refers to one’s implicit or explicit 
knowledge of the systems of language” (p. 3). 
 
4 This is a conceptualization of a so-called “perfect” construct. Thus, the absolute equal use of two 
languages where one doesn’t show dominance over another may not be realistic.  
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their linguistic and cultural ties with the Spanish speaking world are kept alive and active 
from infancy on” (p. 128). 
Bronwyn (2003) indicated that in many parts of the world heritage language is 
utilized to promote bilingualism and that many societies consider being bilingual or 
multilingual the norm, rather than the exception, for children. Research reveals that an 
equal promotion of a heritage language and English is an asset and an intellectual tool for 
the second language learner’s academic achievement  (Birch, 1998). The “knowledge 
gained in one language serves as a foundation and facilitates learning in the second 
language” (Gort, 2006, p. 5). Heritage language learners are able to gain wide access to 
other languages and are also capable of tapping into their preexisting knowledge, thus 
promoting literacy in English as well as their heritage language (Crawford, 1995; Thomas 
& Collier, 1997). 
In spite of these results, achieving balanced bilingualism using one’s heritage 
language is not easy. Clyne (2004) proposes goals for additive bilingualism programs to 
facilitate the development of high levels of bilingual proficiency. These goals would be 
cooperatively developed with the government and include 
1.  developing a consistent language policy around language maintenance, 
second language acquisition, and provision of services in immigrant 
languages;  
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2. cooperating with other countries to make their languages more accessible 
(for example, the International Spanish Academy in the United States 
founded by Spain’s Ministry of Education of Science5); 
3.  collecting data and financial support for the use and maintenance of 
heritage languages within their nations;  
4.  promoting heritage language awareness with respect to the importance of 
languages and cross-cultural communication at all levels;  
5.  monitoring the implementation of the heritage language policies; and  
6.  coordinating the development of schemes to join resources for curriculum 
development and teacher training. 
The heritage language community is essential to the maintenance of heritage 
language. The community serves as a link between generations and facilitates the 
transmission of heritage language from one generation to the next. The role of the 
community includes trying to create new uses of the language that will be useful to the 
next generation, providing heritage language and culture classes outside the mainstream 
school system, facilitating links between heritage language speakers and the country of 
origin, and acquainting young people with parents and grandparents with shared 
ethnolinguistic roots so they may inculcate bilingualism and “dispel negative myths and 
misconceptions about [bilingualism]” (Clyne, 2004, p. 20). Additionally, Clyne proposes 
that any commitment to bilingualism must create critical conditions for the maintenance 
of both languages. In line with Clyne’s framework, Lewis (1980) explained that heritage 
                                                 
5 For more information please visit http://www.mec.es/exterior/usa/en/programs/isas/concept.shtml 
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language programs must be attractive and offer optimal conditions to develop the 
linguistic skills students bring to school.  
Cummins (1994), Skutnabb-Kangas (1995), and Tokuhama-Espinoza (2003) 
encouraged additive bilingualism in which the nonnative English-speaking students’ 
cultures and languages are as equally valid and valued as the cultures and language of 
native English speaking students. In order to accomplish this, students must be 
encouraged to explore and incorporate their diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds 
into their daily lives. August and Hakuta (1997) and Baker (2001) propose placing the 
emphasis on the native language to achieve bilingual proficiency through heritage 
language. Their recommendations also include placing an emphasis on native language 
skills while simultaneously developing and maintaining high standards of proficiency in 
English, and developing constant interactive opportunities through an environment that 
supports and encourages bilingualism. 
 
Maintenance and Attrition of Heritage Language 
Despite positive benefits of maintaining one’s heritage language, research 
continues to demonstrate a steady decrease in the number of heritage language learners. 
As evidence of this phenomenon, studies indicate that language shift to English, as it is 
the dominant language of the country, is powerful and rapid (Agbo, 2004). In general, 
language minority individuals are shifting to the dominant language and, at the same 
time, losing their heritage language with remarkable speed. Krashen (1996) and Veltman 
(1983) have observed that total transition to English is generally complete within three 
generations. 
  
 23
Language Maintenance 
 According to Siegel (2004), language maintenance is a primordial issue for 
heritage language learners in the United States, requiring that children maintain their 
linguistic and socio-cultural knowledge through routine interactions with members of the 
heritage language community. Crystal (2000) found that “the lower the average language 
population age, the more successful the parents are in getting young people to speak [the 
heritage language]” (p. 17). Ochs and Shieffelin (1984) similarly stated that building 
parental and community support is also essential to heritage language maintenance.  
Rivera-Mills (2001) found that second and third generation immigrants continued 
to demonstrate a keen desire to maintain their heritage language, despite a clear 
preference for the dominant language. Lee (2002) conducted a study of United States 
born Chinese-Americans and Korean-Americans and found that individuals have a strong 
desire to maintain their heritage language and culture. Arriagada (2005) concurred, 
stating that relationships with parents and affirmations of heritage language use at home 
positively influenced children’s heritage language maintenance over generations. 
Within the United States, several Native American communities have been 
successful in maintaining their heritage language. Graymorning (1997) applauded the 
tribal language movement as heritage language maintenance in the United States because 
it “emphasiz[ed] an intergenerational language transmission at home” (p. 14) and through 
public classes for mothers with children between 16 and 24 months old. Some Native 
Americans have encouraged the preservation and maintenance of American Indian 
languages by modeling and encouraging their use in schools, as well as in their 
communities. Reyhner (1999) reported the success of the Rock Point Community School 
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in the Navajo Nation, “which has had a maintenance (developmental bilingual) program 
for almost thirty years [and] is a good example of what can be done in schools to build on 
home and community language preservation efforts” (p. 6). In 1996, the American Indian 
Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC) listed more than 30 colleges where required 
courses in tribal language and culture were integral parts of curricula. Crystal (2000) 
pointed out that Native Americans often understand the role of the school in the 
development of the heritage language, noting that the school is seen as a setting that 
provides an “increasingly widening range of opportunities for children…as they learn to 
cope with the demands of the curriculum” (p. 136). Overall, the success of heritage 
language maintenance in these communities can partly be attributed to careful 
preparation in providing the heritage language a status parallel to the language of the 
majority.  
 
Possible Factors of Policy Contributing to Heritage Language Attrition 
 As mentioned in Chapter 1, historically, heritage language has not been viewed in 
the United States as a beneficial resource. In the 1800s, Native American children were 
removed from their tribes and land to be placed in boarding schools. During that era, 
instruction in such institutions rigorously abided by English-only policy by prohibiting 
other languages (Crawford, 1992). Also, citizens of German ancestry suppressed their 
language use during and after the 20th century World Wars, due to anti-German sentiment 
in the United States. As a result, anti-foreign language attitudes developed, and the 
teaching of heritage languages was impeded by public policy (Lantolf & Sunderman, 
2001; Kloss, 1998). 
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During the late 1990s, similar anti-immigrant policies and xenoglossophobia were 
revived by the Proposition 227 in California, Proposition 203 in Arizona, and the English 
for the Children Proposition in Massachusetts, in which voters approved a mandate for 
English-only instruction and the elimination of bilingual education in the states’ public 
schools. In 2002, a similar plan was created with Amendment 31 to the Constitution of 
Colorado and in 2008 with Measure 58 in Oregon, but voters did not adopt these 
propositions. Nevertheless, as Crawford (2006) indicated, these public initiatives created 
a new wave of anti-bilingual programs and policies, which rapidly extended throughout 
the United States and persist today. 
Another example of anti-bilingualism surfaced in 2007 with Florida’s Senate Bill 
2512. In this instance, the policy authors were not fully informed of established language 
acquisition principles.6 In Florida, any teachers with an English language learner (ELL) 
in their class must be trained to work with such students. However, the proposed Senate 
Bill 25127 reduced the number of ELL in-service training hours for reading teachers by 
80%. As a result, established required courses in cross-cultural communication, 
curriculum development, assessment, and teaching methods would no longer be 
requirements.8 In spite of statewide support for this bill, Florida Governor Charlie Christ 
vetoed it, but numerous responses to newspaper web logs across the state on the subject 
of this bill indicated anti-immigrant and anti-bilingual sentiment.  
                                                 
6 See http://www.flsenate.gov/data/session/2007/Senate/bills/billtext/pdf/s2512.pdf 
 
7 See http://www.fldoe.org/aala/cdpage2.asp 
 
8 Please note that Governor Charlie Chris vetoed Bill 2512; see letter dated June 28, 2007 
http://www.elladvocates.org/documents/legislation_litigation/SB2512_Veto.pdf 
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 For the past few years, legislators in Oklahoma have proposed an English-only 
language amendment, House Bill 1020, requesting English become the official language 
of the state, despite the 37 Native American tribes living in the region. In 2007, Georgia 
also introduced the English-only amendment House Resolution 413 proposing the 
exclusive use of English in all official transactions of government business.9 In South 
Carolina10 proposition bill S.857 adopted English as the language of official business of 
the state, joining the English-only movement adopted by eight other states.11 
In 2002, with the introduction of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), policies 
emphasized the need for educational institutions to focus on the development of English 
language proficiency and English-only language classrooms. Referring to federal 
language education policy and its effects on heritage language, Evans and Hornberger 
(2005) concluded: 
In the No Child Left Behind Act,12 English Language development is taken as the 
sine qua non of academic achievement and a child’s heritage language is assigned 
less of a facilitative role in promoting English language development. Indeed, it 
may be viewed as a crutch in subject area study that prevents children from 
making adequate progress toward English language proficiency. (p. 89) 
 
Careful consideration of the discourse of Title III reveals that it does not mention “the 
value of multiculturalism to the nation or to the child’s English language development 
and academic achievement” (Evans & Hornberger, 2005, p. 92). An additional problem 
                                                 
9 Please see the entire document at http://www.georgialegislativewatch.com/hr413-english-only-  
amendment-fails/ 
 
10 Please see the entire document at http://scsenategop.com/senate-passes-english-only-bill.htm 
 
11 To see a complete list of all English-only states, please see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/English-
only_movement 
 
12 Title III of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 provides federal financial support to state and local 
educational agencies for (ELL) English Language Learners and Immigrant students in the Unites States. 
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encountered by the heritage language learners is the approach of Title III, because it 
accentuates the acquisition of English as a second language, but makes no mention in 
favor of a child’s native language (see The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 7 U.S.C 
§3115).13 
In addition, Cummins (2005) pointed out that policies need to be understood in a 
more contextual and broader term “to include the underlying assumptions held by various 
actors who influence the opportunities made available to children to use and maintain 
their heritage language and the attitudes that children develop in relation to the status of 
language” (pp. 89-90). The language community in the United States, as noted by 
Bransford, Brown, and Cocking (2000), as well as Cummins (2005), realizes that policy 
makers often ignore the linguistic assets language minority students bring into the 
classroom, while simultaneously dismissing additive strategies that tap in to the pupils’ 
language as an effective catalyst for engaging in multiculturalism and bi-literacy. 
To address the aforementioned issues, Campbell (1998) suggested building on the 
bilingual skills of heritage language students. Campbell describes the optimal conditions 
for heritage language education as the following: 
There must be agreement on the part of parents, school officials, and the larger 
community [to] conserv[e] the…heritage language. The school system must make 
a long-term commitment to the program and, from the beginning, be assured that 
there are teachers available, or recruitable, who are competent to teach [K-12] 
school in the target language. There must be means for the acquisition or 
development of instructional and library materials in the heritage language. And 
                                                 
13 In a May 2008 email to the LEP partnership listserv, the United States Department of Education sent out 
a Notice of Proposed Interpretations regarding Title III.  In the notice, Secretary of Education Margaret 
Spellings proposed interpretations of several provisions of Title III related to the administration of English 
language proficiency assessments to ELL students served by Title III, the establishment and 
implementation of annual measurable achievement objectives (AMAOs) for states and districts receiving 
Title III funds, and state and local implementation of Title III accountability provisions. 
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there must be a plan in place for the administration and interpretation of 
evaluation instruments and procedures. (p. 87)  
 
After spending time in US classrooms, it becomes clear that these suggestions 
have not been carried out to any great extent. Kondo-Brown (2005) suggested placing 
less proficient heritage language students in foreign language classes in order for them to 
study the language, but also suggested that doing so is actually counterproductive. In fact, 
Valdés (1995) and Valdés and Figueroa (1994) critiqued such decisions, noting that 
students continue to be placed in foreign language classes where learning is occurring 
without heritage language connections. They argued that heritage language learners 
enrolled in traditional foreign language classes create an ambiance unsupportive of 
heritage language, thereby resulting in even further heritage language attrition among the 
heritage language students who attend these classes. For Roca and Marcos (1999), 
previous quantitative facts about heritage language are equally as important as the self-
perception of heritage language speakers and the self-perception of the larger community 
to which they belong.14 
Hence, there is a need for those who support heritage language to engage with 
politicians, as well as private and public entities to defend its importance. The objectives 
of this effort are (a) to engage in an active discussion about language policies and 
practices that hinder the maintenance of heritage languages, (b) to create mechanisms that 
foster heritage language maintenance, and (c) to discuss how policies were informed by, 
but not based on, principles not fully understood by the decision maker. 
 
                                                 
14 For further analysis see the works of Collison (1994), Lewelling and Peyton (1999), and McQuillan 
(1996). 
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Attrition 
 As stated previously, regardless of one’s positive disposition toward their heritage 
language, the use of the heritage language among heritage language learners, as well as 
learners’ exhibiting any motivation toward daily learning and use of a heritage language, 
continues to decline at an alarmingly fast rate. Research conducted by Luo and Wiseman 
(2000), Pease-Alvarez (2002), and Schecter and Bayley (2004) indicated the relative 
importance of English and the perception of heritage language varied at different times of 
one’s life, a variation which may indicate a possible fluctuation in the disposition of 
heritage speakers toward their heritage language, bilingualism and English. 
For Hinton (1999), a primary factor contributing to language attrition is tough 
assimilative pressure at school. Commonly, Hinton reports, students develop a sense of 
shame toward their heritage language and culture for fear of being criticized. Norrid-
Lacey and Spencer’s (1999) study of immigrant students in urban schools indicated that 
students were often labeled and ridiculed by the majority group, causing the minority 
group to feel a sense of resentment toward their heritage language and a need for 
linguistic and cultural assimilation. In addition to the peer pressure, this study indicated 
that English-only zone initiatives also discouraged the study of heritage language as 
students were rapidly placed in English-only classrooms regardless of their heritage 
language or English ability. 
Recent studies agreed that, even with a positive disposition toward their heritage 
language, heritage language learners easily depart from the mother language a few years 
after their arrival to the United States. In many cases, by the third generation, immigrants 
will have lost their heritage language (Hinton, 1999). In fact, Veltman (1990) noted that 
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younger Spanish speaking immigrants make English their preferred language, and only 
4% prefer Spanish to English as the principal language of use when they become adults. 
As noted in Table 1, the “younger the immigrant upon arrival to the United States, the 
greater degree of movement to the English group” (Veltman, 1990, p. 114). According to 
research conducted by Veltman (1990), the percentage of individuals 0-19 years old 
speaking Spanish as a heritage language declined from 41.3% in 1976 to 29.4% in 2001. 
This follows the fact that language shift, particularly the development of English 
monolinguals, is more common in younger age groups. 
Portes and Hao’s (2002) research of 5,000 heritage language students of different 
language backgrounds also concluded that over two-thirds of the sample expressed a 
preference for English over the heritage language. Similarly, Portes and Shauffler (1994) 
identified an overwhelming preference for English in their subjects’ daily routines and 
conversations. Concurrent with the aforementioned studies, Pease-Alvarez (2002) 
concluded that English is preferred, even among second generation speakers who value 
bilingualism. In a seven-year study of Mexican-descent immigrants and U.S.-born 
parents and their U.S.-born children, participants reported positive opinions about 
English, mainly because of its perceived higher value. Paradoxically, the same 
participants were also highly positive about bilingualism and maintenance of Spanish as 
the heritage language. 
Despite the social and academic benefits of additive bilingualism, heritage 
language speakers are not inclined to maintain their heritage language and culture equally 
as they display an overwhelming preference toward English. Rivera-Mills (2001) 
indicated that second and third generation speakers continue to demonstrate a keen desire 
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to maintain their heritage language, despite their clear preference for the dominant 
language. Studies conducted by Lee (2005), as well as Imbens-Bailey (1996),15 indicated 
that students revealed variations in the desire to maintain their heritage language. 
Tse (2000) mentioned that heritage language learners experience a language 
metamorphosis as they become more integrated with the target language. In other words, 
a simultaneous approximation to two languages may create a sense of deliberate 
linguistic apathy and in some cases a complete rejection of one of the languages.  
Cho et al. (2004) and Tse (2000) concluded that one could actively reject their heritage 
language while completely submersing in the dominant language —due in part to the 
simultaneous creation of an ethnic, linguistic ambivalence. 
In addition, Agbo (2004) further explained the importance of recognizing that 
immigrants are often absorbed in the majorities’ culture and language, and as a result, 
they are constantly and gradually defining the boundaries that could “minimize [total] 
assimilation or acculturation” (p. 18). Delgado-Gaitan (1994) and Fishman (1991) 
recognized the uniqueness of heritage language speakers and their desire to keep the 
heritage language for economical, political, social, cultural and linguistic reasons.16   
However, for immigrants attempting to realize an ideal personal life, in the United States, 
holding onto the language is not an easy task because doing so represents adopting at 
least two countries, two distinctive cultures, and two languages. 
                                                 
15 See also Pease-Alvarez (2002), as well as Portes and Shauffler (1994). 
 
16 For further reference see Gonzalez (2001a), Ochs & Schiefellin (1984), Ogbu (1982), and Shatz (1991). 
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Table 1 
Projected Language Characteristics of Immigrants by Length of Residence in the United 
States, Persons of Spanish Mother Tongue 
 
High Conservation Hypothesis 
Length of 
Residence 
English 
Monolingual 
English 
Bilingual 
Spanish 
Bilingual 
Spanish 
Monolingual 
 
 
2.5 Years 
7.5 Years 
12.5 Years 
17.5 Years 
22.5 Years 
 
0.6% 
1.3% 
2.5% 
4.4% 
6.6% 
 
9.3% 
14.2 
20.2% 
24.4 % 
23.0% 
 
29.0% 
37.3% 
41.3% 
46.9 
47.3% 
 
61.1% 
47.2% 
36.0% 
24.3% 
23.1% 
 
Middle Conservation Hypothesis 
 
2.5 Years 
7.5 Years 
12.5 Years 
17.5 Years 
22.5 Years 
 
0.7% 
1.4% 
2.8% 
4.8% 
7.2% 
 
10.3% 
15.8% 
22.2% 
26.9% 
25.3% 
 
33.2% 
39.8% 
42.3% 
46.2% 
46.5% 
 
55.8% 
43.0% 
32.7% 
22.1% 
21.0% 
 
Low Conservation Hypothesis 
 
0.5 Years 
7.5 Years 
12.5 Years 
17.5 Years 
22.5 Years 
 
0.8% 
1.5% 
3.1% 
5.3% 
7.9% 
 
11.3% 
17.3% 
24.4% 
29.6% 
27.8% 
 
37.1% 
42.0% 
42.8% 
45.0% 
45.1% 
 
50.8% 
39.2% 
29.7% 
20.1% 
19.1% 
 
 
Note. From “The status of the Spanish Language in the United States at the beginning of the 21st century,” 
by C. Veltman, 1990, International Migration Review, 21(1), p. 115.  
 
 
The individual’s conflict and challenge lies in desiring to maintain one’s culture and 
language, while being faced with diametrically opposed challenges in maintaining the 
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native language, as well as accepting a new host in face of competing and contradicting 
historical events and national policies.17 
A contrasting view, presented by Carrigo (2000) and Fortune (2001), suggested 
that heritage language resistance among speakers may be the result of a lack of interest. 
For example, in a study conducted by Potowski (2004) of an English-Spanish two-way 
immersion program, students used English to cover a wider range of topics and functions 
in the classroom as compared to Spanish. Hence, Potowski (2004) concluded: 
The challenge is that many bilingual Latino students, in an attempt to conform to 
mainstream society’s language expectations and to their classmates’ language use, 
assert their English competence by using it as often as possible. Some teachers 
commented that even recent arrivals from Latin America with low English 
proficiency preferred to speak whatever English they knew and were often the 
most difficult students to get to use Spanish in class. (p. 86) 
 
However, Fishman, (1964); Cho, Shin, and Krashen (2004); and Valdés (2000) found that 
heritage language resistance is not due to general disinterest or minimal participation. 
Rather, they found that students’ lack of interest is the result of a mismatch between their 
intention of taking the language classes and the intention of the instructors. Veltman’s 
(1990) early research suggested an intergenerational pattern of progressive tendencies as 
a frequently noted behavior, rather than a total language rejection and disinterest (see 
Table 1). Other research findings suggest additional factors that may be associated with 
the decreasing rate of heritage language use and an increase in English, including the 
following: 
 the presence of grandparents in the household (Ishizawa, 2004; Kondo 
Brown, 2005); 
                                                 
17 For further information please see TESOL’s (2004) position paper on English-only legislation in the  
United States available at http://www.tesol.org/s_tesol/bin.asp?CID=922&DID=4162&DOC=FILE.PDF 
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• gender, females being more likely to maintain the heritage language 
(Portes & Hao, 2002); 
• parental commitment to maintenance (Zhang, 2004); and  
• higher levels of parental education and socio-economic status (Portes & 
Shauffler, 1994).  
 Research by Guardado (2002) noted that families supported learning Spanish as a 
heritage language when they perceived such as promoting future economic opportunities 
for their children. Gonzalez (2001) concluded that superimposition of a language creates 
a conflict of interest in the heritage language learner. In other words, a child may 
demonstrate a positive attitude toward the heritage language and may be interested in 
maintaining the language; however, as Gonzalez (2001) explains, the heritage language 
learner child may also navigate a complex affective situation. In addressing the affective 
needs of the heritage language speakers, Guardado (2002) suggests speaking positively 
with children about heritage language in order to encourage them to use it and maintain 
it.  
In many instances, children find expressing opinions difficult as they receive 
mixed messages about their heritage language use. For example, in the Hispanic 
community in general, parents often help children improve vocabulary and language use 
(Gonzalez, 2001). However, these children are also often asked to leave if they interrupt 
an adult conversation, ultimately resulting in children missing an opportunity to engage 
and use their heritage language. In other words, 
the child’s willingness to express his opinion and ideas may not be penalized but 
would not be encouraged either. This socially unacceptable behavior from the 
Hispanic cultural perspective of family interactions would result in a parent 
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request for the child to show respect towards [their] elders and [demand] not to 
interrupt the conversation. (Gonzalez, 2001, p. 20) 
 
Although heritage language maintenance declines “only after one generation, the 
traditional Hispanic values survive across intergenerational socialization practices even 
when using English, but only in relation to the context of interpersonal family relations” 
(Gonzalez, 2001, p. 20). As a result, cultural imposition in relation to language and 
culture could reveal a negative situation in attitude formation. First, it seemingly provides 
a mixed message about the heritage language. On one hand, it encourages the use of the 
language in informal conversations; on the other hand, it minimizes an intrinsic value in 
the use of the language in other contexts, including school and other formal settings.  
According to Veltman (1990), immigrants experience a decline toward heritage 
language as they learn moderate levels of English as a second language. In fact, the 
length of residence in the United States seems to be a factor in the shifting between 
heritage language and English. First, while moderate levels of English proficiency are on 
the rise, these levels overlap with declining use of the heritage language. A second 
language shift follows when the languages become more independent of each other. 
Finally, during the third shift, individuals often replace the native language with the 
language used outside the home (see Table 1, Veltman, 1990).  
According to Chevalier (2004) and Dressler (1991), as a result of constant 
linguistic shifts in the heritage language community, one’s knowledge of the heritage 
language becomes characterized by an informal, conversational speech style, used with 
known interlocutors with a constrained collection of topics focused on daily events. In 
other words, even if the daily use of the heritage language is maintained, the formal and 
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academic use of this language may be gradually lost. As a result of this constant shift 
toward informal language, heritage speakers tend to develop a limited linguistic pattern 
and limited interactions with the heritage language community.  
Chevalier (2004) and Van Dijk (1985) explained that linguistic shifting 
complexities in heritage language include an ongoing carving away of morphology, 
phonology, lexicon, and syntax. In other words, second and third generations often 
display a limited learning of the heritage language with respect to more sophisticated and 
complicated linguistic constructions. These minimal linguistic limitations are not 
necessarily restrictive, but they represent a challenge to the continual learning of a 
heritage language.  
 
Curriculum 
 For Chevalier (2004) and Douglas (2005), legitimization of the heritage language 
student occurs when the curriculum recognizes and validates the individuals’ needs. In 
other words, when the curriculum incorporates and inculcates pragmatic approaches to 
learning that are within the cultural and linguistic realities of the learner. To recognize the 
real needs of the heritage language student, curricularists must consider the need for 
multilevel planning that focuses on academic specificity, as well as the unfolding of a 
curriculum best designed to appropriately support the student throughout the heritage 
language learning experience. According to Lasagabaster (2005), legitimizing the needs 
of the heritage language learner turns out to be “the most [complex] socio-linguistic 
concept when it comes to setting up particular strategic options in the process of teaching 
and learning languages” (p. 298).  
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 For Wiley and Valdés (2001), the curriculum must serve the linguistic and 
cultural requests of the heritage language speaker, which may be beyond the traditional 
academic format, and it must adapt new teaching strategies. Douglas (2005), Kagan and 
Dillon (2001), and Valdés (1995) propose and prioritize a curriculum that considers the 
heterogeneity of the students’ language proficiency in both languages and recognizes the 
heritage language learner as a legitimate student through a pedagogical approach that 
provides a personal and meaningful incentive to gain similar language proficiency and 
status of a native speaker. 
 
High School Students and Heritage Language 
 Understanding high school students’ viewpoints on heritage language 
maintenance is important because high school students compose a group with substantial 
risk of heritage language loss. Van Hook, Bean, and Passel (2005) indicated that high 
school students face difficulties specific to their age group, for example, lack of social 
acceptance, racial labeling, and categorization (James, 1997; Perkins, 2000). Rong and 
Preissle (1998) stated that newly arrived high school immigrants must also endure the 
academic pressures in order to advance. For heritage language learners, this may mean 
focusing their attention on mastering English. Jay (2000) concluded that developing 
verbal and written competence in English can be a life changing event for the newly 
arrived immigrant student. At the very least, students view English competence as 
primordial in order to understand what is happening in the classroom. In turn, English 
language competence allows the students to excel academically and also show their 
ability to perform, just as they had in their home countries and in their native languages. 
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A second difficulty high school heritage language learners face is the notion of 
age. Research confirmed an old theory that young individuals are more likely to be 
persuaded than adults. A closer look at age analyses (Alwing et al., 1991) revealed two 
important conclusions: (a) children have the greatest propensity toward accepting any 
new suggestion and (b) their attitudes are less stable. Briñol and Petty (2005) emphasized 
the findings of Visser and Krosnick (1998), claiming that “attitude change [is] greater 
during early adulthood,” suggesting a difficult period for high school students to maintain 
their heritage language (p. 601). 
 
Critique of the Literature 
 Findings from the literature review indicated that heritage language maintenance 
is a preferred form of achieving bilingualism. The literature review provided insight into 
several aspects of the research, as noted in Table 2, which delineates the research 
questions and the relevant reviewed literature. As evidenced by research, heritage 
language is the perfect candidate that parents, communities, and educational institutions 
should further explore when considering bilingualism. Although there are 
counterproductive policies and tough assimilation pressures for the heritage language 
speakers, students continue to express a strong desire to maintain their heritage language. 
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Table 2  
Research Questions and Corresponding Literature 
 
 
Question 
 
Literature review 
contributing authors 
 
 
Page reference 
 
What in-depth understanding 
of the value of heritage 
language do students have 
about their own heritage 
language? 
 
 
Lucas (1993), Norrid-Lacey and 
Spencer (1999), Crystal (2000) 
 
15, 24 
 
What is their in-depth 
understanding of the value of 
bilingualism? 
 
 
Hinton (1999), Wiley & Valdes 
(2001), Siegel (2004) 
 
1, 8, 24, 30 
 
Are there any differences in 
the answers associated with 
(a) gender, (b) place of birth, 
or (c) first language? 
 
 
Crystal (2000), Dewaele (2005), 
Ramirez (2000) 
 
4, 5, 25 
 
 
Research also indicated that additive bilingualism may represent economic, 
social, and cognitive advantages to heritage language speakers; furthermore, the heritage 
language speaker is, by far, the best candidate for promoting bilingualism. However, 
bilingualism is not easily achievable, especially for vulnerable groups such as high school 
students, as they may encounter many barriers at home, the school, the community, and 
the government. From weak affirmative support at home to anti-bilingual policies, the 
heritage language speakers experience difficult assimilation pressures that create certain 
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levels of ambivalence and mismatch between their intention to maintain and learn the 
heritage language.  
As an attempt to counter heritage language loss, researchers and educators are 
providing alternatives to tentatively address this phenomenon. For example, Ada and 
Campoy (2004) suggest teachers empower students by providing opportunities to express 
their views and reaffirm their heritage language and culture. One of their major 
suggestions is honoring students’ direct participation “as a starting point for reflection” 
and “freeing the spirit, unlocking the fears that have stopped too many [students] from 
exploring their own [language] experiences” (p. 3). This idea is presented as a way to 
reorient heritage language speakers toward “discover[ing] the power that those voices can 
bring to our educational discourse” (p. 3).  
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CHAPTER III 
METHODS 
 
 The goal of this study was to explore immigrant high school non-Spanish-
speaking students’ in-depth understanding of the value of their heritage language. This 
chapter describes the methods employed in answering the following questions: 
1.  What in-depth understanding of the value of heritage language do students 
have about their own heritage language?  
2.  What is their in-depth understanding of the value of bilingualism? 
3.  Are there any differences in the answers associated with (a) gender, 
(b) place of birth, or (c) first language? 
To answer these questions, I selected a qualitative approach because I was 
seeking to understand students’ in-depth understanding. Previous investigations of the 
experiences of heritage language learners from this age group have not been conducted. 
Furthermore, previous research results were largely obtained through quantitative means, 
thereby leaving out questions regarding details of students’ experiences with respect to 
their heritage languages. Merriam (1998) indicated that qualitative researchers “are 
interested in understanding the meaning people have constructed” (p. 6). To Rubin and 
Rubin (1995), interviewing provides an opportunity to uncover new information and by 
accessing life experiences. The general intent is to “captur[e] the richness and complexity 
of the subject matter and explain it in a comprehensible way” (p. 76). Therefore, I 
conducted two semi-structured interviews with each participant to determine their in-
depth understanding of the value of their heritage language. 
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Setting 
Understanding the community is vital because doing so provides an opportunity 
to understand the students in the context of their environment (see Miles & Huberman, 
1994). For the purpose of this study, I followed Erickson’s (1994) suggestions of 
“working [describing] from the outside to the core of the setting” (p. 28).  
Palm Beach County, a region comprised of all levels of socio-economic classes, is 
located approximately 77 miles north of Miami.  Henry Flagler was a major character in 
founding Palm Beach County in 1909. He was also known as the founding father of 
Miami and was considered a major figure in developing the East Coast Railway. He was 
a business partner of Rockefeller in the Standard Oil Company, which specialized in the 
production, transportation, refinement and marketing of oil (Palm Beach, 2006). 
The School District of Palm Beach County is the 11th largest school district in the 
United States, and the 5th largest school district in the State of Florida, with 
123 elementary schools, 40 middle schools, 59 high schools, 12 combination schools, and 
25 adult schools and a total of 259 schools. In the 2007-2008 academic year 
170,582 students were enrolled, of whom 19,290 students were recognized as English 
Language Learners. There are 78,774 students enrolled in elementary school: 
30,986 (39%) are White; 22,022 (28%) are Black; and 19,035 (24%) are Hispanic. At the 
elementary school level, 40,856 (52%) are male, and 37,916 (48%) are female (School 
District of Palm Beach County, 2008).   
In addition, there are approximately 39,795 students enrolled in middle school: 
16,903 (42%) are White, 11,322 (28%) are Black, and 8,854 (22%) are Hispanic. Overall, 
20,455 students (51%) are male and 19,340 (49%) are female. 
  
 43
At the high school level, there are 51,239 enrolled students: 23,566 (46%) are 
White; 14,625 (29%) are Black; and 10,094 (20%) are Hispanic. Approximately 
25,898 (51%) of the students are male, and 25,341 (49%) are female. 
The School District of Palm Beach County has a diverse student population; it 
reports that students attending schools throughout the district currently speak 
approximately 149 languages, from many regions of the world. Of the students born 
abroad 1,706 students are from Brazil, 2,615 are from Colombia, 2,016 are from Cuba, 
2,091 are from Guatemala, 12,445 are from Haiti, and 1,216 are from Jamaica (School 
District of Palm Beach County, 2008).  
According to the 2006 United States Census Bureau, Palm Beach registered 
474,175 households and 303,946 families residing in the county. Of the aforementioned 
households, 24.90% had children under the age of 18 living with parents, 50.80% were 
married couples living together, 9.70% reported a female as the head of the household 
with no husband present, and 35.90% reported living with non-relatives. The population 
ages also varied: 21.30% of the residents were under the age of 18, and 6.60% of its 
population was between the ages of 18 to 24 years old. The same report indicated that 
individuals between the ages 25 and 44 years old represented 27% of the total population. 
Also, 22% were between the ages of 45 and 65 years old. The median age was 42 years 
old (United States Census Bureau, 2006).    
In 2003, the United States Census Bureau reported a total population of 1,268,548 
in Palm Beach County. From the general population: 10.6% reported living below the 
poverty level and 89.4% at or above the poverty line, 78% are U.S.-born, 21% are 
immigrants, 8.2% are naturalized United States citizens, and 13.4% are not United States 
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citizens. According to the Census Bureau 925,983 people are White; 192,084 are Black 
or African-American; 201,633 are Hispanic or Latino; 26,392 are Asian; and 3,119 are 
American Indian. 
The largest Hispanic group in Palm Beach County is from South America with a 
total population of 41,792.  In addition, there are 37,377 people from Mexico, 36,109 
from Puerto Rico, 33,325 from Cuba, 5,877 from the Dominican Republic, 13,678 from 
Jamaica, 2,698 from Brazil, and 30,958 from Haiti. 
 The educational attainment for the population age 25 and over is as follows: less 
than high school graduate: 10.9%; high school graduate: 25.2%; some college or an 
associate degree: 30.8%; and bachelor’s degree or higher: 33.1%. 
 According to the Census Bureau (2006), the median income in Palm Beach 
County is approximately $31,780. Those in the workforce with only a high school 
diploma earned approximately $25,757, with a college or associate degree approximately 
$32,122, with a bachelor’s degree approximately $45,191, and with graduate and 
professional degrees approximately $56,039. However, in Palm Beach County the 
median is higher for males when separated by gender. For example, males with a high 
school diploma earn approximately $30,501; with a college degree or associate degree 
approximately $36,774; a bachelor’s degree, approximately $53,893; and a graduate or 
professional degree, approximately $76,137. On the other hand, females with a high 
school diploma earned approximately $20,498, with a college degree approximately 
$28,795, with a bachelor’s degree approximately $36,934, and graduate and professional 
degrees approximately $42,435. 
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Methodological Approach 
 The study design followed Schram’s (2003) and Seidman’s (2006) advice that 
qualitative inquiry provides opportunities to gain in-depth understanding of meaningful 
life experiences of participants. Moreover, these scholars both suggest semi-structured 
interviews because subjects’ answers can provide discrete explanations of their 
experiences, whereupon the compiling of these explanations can ultimately describe and 
illuminate social phenomena, perhaps even uncovering facets seldom elicited from 
quantitative inquiry.  
Semi-Structured Interview  
 According to Alsop (2002), Denzin (1997), and Eisner (1981), interviewing 
provides a frame of reference to express the realities that people describe regarding their 
experiences. To Rubin and Rubin (1995), “one of the goals of interview design is to 
ensure that results are deep, detailed, vivid, and nuanced” (p. 76). In the words of 
Furman, Lietz, and Langer (2006), such an approach will “penetrate the essence of 
human experience and [reveals itself] fully to an engaged audience” (p. 2). Rubin and 
Rubin (1995) determined that when using a semi-structured interview, “the interviewer 
introduces a topic, then guides the discussion by asking specific questions” (p. 5). For 
Kvale (1996), Patton (1989), and Scharam (2003), one benefit of semi-structured 
interviews is that they allow for attentiveness to particulars, acknowledging that 
meaningful life experiences provide an opportunity to gain understanding of the social 
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world.18 Rubin and Rubin (1995) found this format of interviewing to be helpful in 
obtaining specific information from the interviewee.  
In keeping with the flexible nature of a semi-structured interview, Bogdan and 
Biklen (1998), Lofland and Lofland (1984), and Patton (1990) have recommended its use 
and the implementation of modifications during the interview to focus attention on areas 
of particular interest. As suggested by Leech (2002) and Weinberg (1996), the questions 
from a semi-structured interview can be arranged from general to specific in order to 
provide a comfortable atmosphere for the interviewee. In addition, semi-structured 
interviews provide extensive opportunities to gather in-depth and detailed descriptions of 
information about students’ understandings concerning their heritage language before and 
after arriving in the United States (see appendix D).  
Leech (2002) and Schram (2003) suggested that semi-structured interviews are 
appropriate, as they provide opportunities for participants to clarify each response, 
provide detailed explanations, and help emphasize depth and richness. Concurrent with 
previous research, Krosnick, Judd and Wittenbrink (2005) also encouraged the use of 
probing questions in the interview as a way to further explore and capture the various 
responses from the interviewee (p. 35). Alcoff (1991), Bartholomew, Henderson and 
Marcia (2000), and Gluck and Patai (1991) propose a semi-structured interview technique 
because it is more interactive and provides more autonomy for the participants. Similarly, 
semi-structured interviews offer greater flexibility “of stimulus presentation to match the 
                                                 
18 For further discussion with respect to semi-structured interviews, please also see Schultz (1967), 
Seidman (2006), and Van Manen, (1990). 
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flow of the situation and yield rich source of information” (Bartholomew, Henderson, & 
Marcia, p. 288).  
Research Questions  
 The semi-structured interviews were based on the following research questions: 
1. What in-depth understanding of the value of heritage language do students 
have about their own heritage language?  
            2. What is their in-depth understanding of the value of bilingualism? 
 3. Are there any differences in the answers associated with (a) gender, 
  (b) place of birth, or (c) first language?  
 The research questions are seeking insight for both teachers and students 
regarding language maintenance and additive bilingualism, or indeed a lack thereof.  A 
set of 18 guiding questions was developed to be employed during the interview, to 
answer the research questions. Previous research conducted by Crystal (2000), Dewaele 
(2005), and Ramirez (2000) noted differences in attitudes toward heritage language 
associated with gender, place of birth and first language. Consequently, the interview 
questions offer appropriate guidelines to the qualitative scope of the research and offer 
some flexibility to explore emerging and related narrative. In this case, the interview 
questions incite a subjective narrative of students’ experiences with their heritage 
language. They also provide an opportunity to gather information about each individual 
student—something that has not been qualitatively investigated in previous research.  
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Coding Data 
 First, Bryant and Hoon (2006) suggest that intersections of qualitative data be 
divided into categories and themes. Morse and Field (1995) indicated that such thematic 
analysis included the identification of possible categories and emergent themes that may 
surface during the interview. I followed the following steps to code and arrange the data 
(See Table 3). I read the field notes and the transcript. The next step consisted of 
reviewing the research questions for guidance in terms of developing the concrete 
questions. I coded the data based on the identification of main categories and themes that 
emerged with all themes falling under a main category. The categories and themes were 
assigned to the appropriate question by using index cards that denoted gender and place 
of birth. After dividing the index cards by gender and place of birth, I proceeded by 
comparing the responses as groups and individually. 
 Three categories emerged from the data: (a) heritage language, (b) bilingualism, 
and (c) English as a second language. In turn, the following themes emerged from each 
category. First, five themes emerged from the heritage language category: (a) language 
difficulty, (b) motivators, (c) language attrition, (d) language preference, and 
(e) discouraging factors. Second, four themes emerged from the bilingualism category: 
(a) awareness, (b) importance, (c) perception, and (d) employment. Third, four themes 
emerged from the English as a second language category: (a) comfort, (b) preference, 
(c) difficulty, (d) proficiency upon arrival, and (e) language choice at school. The main 
question was also written on the index card to be used as a reference. All of the themes 
were analyzed to determine relevance to the research questions. 
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Table 3 
Coding Data Process 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data Analysis 
 Data were analyzed using inductive analysis. The inductive analysis involved 
identifying categories and themes in the emergent data to extract meaning from the data. 
All of the data were mined from the semi-structured interview.  For the purpose of this 
research, and as advocated by Glaser and Strauss (1967), an inductive method was 
 
Step 
 
Process 
 
 
1 
 
read field notes and transcript 
 
2 
 
review research questions 
 
3 
 
identify emergent categories 
 
4 
 
identify emergent themes  
from categories 
 
5 
 
separate data according to gender and 
place of birth 
 
6 
 
identify research questions with 
respect to categories and themes 
 
7 
 
compare among groups 
 
8 
 
review original interview 
 
9 
 
group students by gender and place 
of birth to examine as a group 
 
10 
 
compare responses among individual 
students 
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utilized in building codes after data collection. Griffee (2005) indicated that all categories 
are grounded in the data: “grounded means they emerge from the data and reflect the 
data” (p. 36). For Miles and Huberman (1994), such an approach allows data to “get well 
molded to the codes that represent them, and we get more of a code-in-use flavor than the 
generic-code-for-many-uses generated by a pre-fabricated start list” (p. 58). 
Bartholomew, Henderson, and Marcia (2000) explained that this approach prevents the 
researcher from predetermining what it is to be derived or coded from the data. Rather, 
“the findings emerge more inductively from an intense study of the records” (p. 288). 
Ultimately, all of the information provided in the course of the interview was coherently 
organized into themes. A categorization of emerging themes avoids looking at data to fit 
a code that was pre-determined before the transcription and analysis of the data. Instead, 
it calls to understand and coherently organize emergent data and code it accordingly. 
Butler (1990), Jackson (1996), Witz, Halford, and Savage (1996) argue that the aim is for 
themes and categories to integrate and interrelate through analysis. That is, a researcher 
finds connections without giving precedence to one category or retiring one category over 
another. For Anthias, (2001), Hoepft (1997), Strauss and Corbin (1990), and Reay 
(1997), this distinction represents a methodological approach that allows an empirical 
exploration of emergent themes. In this study, the categorization of the emergent themes 
was developed after the collection of the data. Such categorization avoids looking at data 
to fit a particular code, or a code to fit the data. Instead, it requires understanding and 
coherent organization of the emergent data.  The inductive approach allowed me to 
efficiently examine the research problems within their own context. For the purpose of 
this research, any specific conclusion concerning heritage language loss among heritage 
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language learners, despite their positive attitude, was only possible through the inductive 
approach that began with an examination of the specifics and grew to include more 
general examination.   
 
Participant Selection 
Students participating in this study were enrolled in the School District of Palm 
Beach County as English Language Learners. All participants were immigrant 
adolescents attending high school—that is, in 9th through 12th grade in the 2008-2009 
academic school year. Participants included Portuguese speaking students from Brazil, 
Haitian-Creole speaking students from Haiti, and Jamaican Patois speaking students from 
Jamaica. The sample for the present investigation included a total of six students. The six 
students selected included were: one high school male adolescent and one high school 
female adolescent from Brazil who speak Portuguese; one high school male adolescent 
and one school female adolescent from Haiti who speak Haitian-Creole; and one high 
school male adolescent and one high school female adolescent from Jamaica who speak 
Jamaican Patois. The contact person at Dwyer High School used the school district data-
base to randomly select potential participants based on the following procedure: first, a 
list of potential students who speak Haitian-Creole, Portuguese, and Jamaican Patois 
were selected as follows:  
1.   Five female adolescents and five male adolescents born in Haiti were 
selected. 
2.  Five adolescent females and five adolescent males born in Brazil were 
selected. 
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3.  Five adolescent females and five adolescent males born in Jamaica were 
selected.  
Second, the names of the students were placed inside a bag and were selected at 
random. Each name was written on a separate piece of paper and placed in a bag with the 
names of the other adolescents of the same gender and from the same country. Third, the 
pieces of paper were pulled from the bag to reveal the name of each participant who was 
then contacted and invited to participate in the study. All students were contacted in 
person. 
A letter explaining the purpose of the study was provided to each participant. Due 
to the ages of the participants, a letter was also provided to their parents or legal 
guardians to explain the purpose of the study and request signed consent for their 
son/daughter to voluntarily participate in the study. Upon receiving parental consent, 
students were contacted to set up a time to meet outside of their class schedules. A 
second letter was provided to each student to assent to participate in research. All 
interviews were conducted in the school’s library. The original copies of the signed 
consent forms were submitted to the school’s principal so that compliance as established 
by the School District of Palm Beach County could be maintained.   
The sample size was appropriate for the project because of its potential to 
generate sufficient data. The number of participants is congruent with the assumptions of 
qualitative research in emphasizing context rather than numbers (see Seidman, 2006). 
The rationale behind student selection is as follows: Students from Haiti, Brazil, and 
Jamaica who speak Haitian-Creole, Portuguese, and Jamaican Patois were selected 
because of their continued immigration influx to South Florida; students from Haiti, 
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Brazil, and Jamaica are graduating in public schools, which assume a level of language 
proficiency in English as second language; furthermore, there is no evidence in the 
existing body of literature that mentions these three groups in previous studies. 
 
Research Procedure 
 The following documentation procedure was followed in order to carry out the 
study. A letter of intent to conduct research was mailed to the Office of Research and 
Evaluation in the School District of Palm Beach County. Once approval was obtained 
from the School District of Palm Beach County, a letter requesting to conduct research 
was provided to the Office of Evaluation and Research. Dwyer High School was selected 
as the research site based on their enrollment of English Language Learners (ELLs). 
Upon receiving approval from the School District of Palm Beach County, the principal of 
the school was notified for an initial meeting to explain my research. 
Copies of the letter of approval from Dwyer High School and the letter from FIU 
were provided to briefly explain the research. After approval from the principal, a contact 
person was selected within the school to initiate communication with the potential 
participants. Students were selected and contacted (an explanation of the selection 
process was previously explained; please see page 51). Two letters were provided to each 
participant. The first letter (see Appendix A) informed the parents about the study and 
requested their parental consent for their daughter or son to participate in the research. 
The second letter (see Appendix B) was provided to each student to give assent to 
participate in research. I scheduled a follow-up meeting with the students to collect forms 
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A and B.  All copies of the forms were submitted to the administration of the school 
before the interviews. 
 
Interviews 
First Semi-Structured Interview  
During the first interviews, I met individually with the students for approximately 
one hour. The interview started with an explanation of my intent to learn about their 
experiences and make contributions to research of heritage language and bilingualism. 
The interviews started with all the research questions. The available times for the 
interview were between 8:00 am and 3:00 pm during the course of one week and 
students were able to select the best day and time to meet for the interview. I prepared 
18 semi-structured questions, and I met with the students in their school’s media center. 
I placed a digital tape recorder on top of the table (70 inches wide x 30 inches long), but 
slightly to the side, in an effort to minimize student discomfort during the interview. The 
students were sitting across from the table. All of the students seemed relaxed and ready 
for the interview. Bottles of water were available on top of the desk and were offered to 
each participant at the beginning of the interview. All questions were printed and readily 
available in my folder. Also, a writing pad was available to take field notes. I started the 
interview process by reminding students that a digital tape recorder was recording the 
conversation and then proceeded with the semi-structured interview questions. Students 
elaborated each response for approximately three to four minutes. As suggested by Reis 
and Judd (2000), I took notes of emphasized or keywords in students’ responses during 
the interview session. This was intended to reflect my interest in the interviewee and to 
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soften the intensity of face-to-face contact throughout the interview session. These notes 
also provided an opportunity to note non-verbal cues and key words that could 
potentially reveal imperative information or serve as a base for follow up questions and 
exploration.19 The aforementioned approach allowed me to review questions I had with 
respect to a particular answer that needed additional clarification. Additionally, I was 
able to also maintain an information flow with the interview questions. 
 
Second Semi-Structured Interview  
The second interview was scheduled two-and-a-half-weeks after the first 
interview. The second interview occurred in the school’s media center and lasted 
approximately 30 minutes with each student. During the second interview, I had an 
opportunity to clarify questions from the first interview. The questions for the second 
interview consisted of any questions from the initial interview questions needing 
clarification. These questions were identified after the completion of the first 
transcription. The second interview was not uniform, as it provided a personalized 
opportunity for interviewees to clarify their previous responses when needed. Also, I 
asked students to clarify their previous answers from the first interview when there was a 
question regarding their narrative (i.e., student meant country of birth when referring to 
their home). The second interview was valuable as the transcripts faithfully reflected the 
exact narrative of the students. After the completion of the interviews, I reviewed the 
original transcription and added any missing words and added notes that students felt 
                                                 
19 For further information please see Rubin & Rubin (1995). 
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were important. The final transcript reflected all of the answers and additions as a result 
of the second interview.  
 
Transcriptions 
First Post-Interview Transcription  
 After the first interview, I transcribed the collected data (see Cassel & Symon, 
2004). I listened to the tape and noted questions for which the answers were not clear —
either due to the student’s accent or the quality of the recording. Most of the transcription 
occurred without any unexpected delays as a result of the student’s accents or the quality 
of the voice. However, during the transcription, I encountered a few unexpected problems 
with some words students used. A space was highlighted in the transcript and a note was 
written in my field notes to verify with the student during the second interview. The 
original field notes were in folder in a file cabinet. I added notes to my original field 
notes when I was transcribing the recordings from the interview. Also, I used the original 
digital tape recorder to transcribe each interview. For each interview, I played, rewound, 
and fast forwarded the interview when such was needed. I did not request any additional 
assistance to transcribe the interviews.  
Second Post-Interview Transcription  
 The fully transcribed transcript was reviewed and analyzed by an outside reader in 
an effort to assert credibility of the document. 
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Security Measures 
A file with a copy of the transcripts was maintained on a USB memory stick 
protected with a password. A second file was maintained on a personal computer. A 
password was required to access the main frame and a second password was required to 
access the file containing the transcript. All of the names in the transcripts were coded to 
pseudonyms. For example; JM was used for Jamaican-male and JF was used for Jamaica-
female. Also, HM was used for Haitian-male and HF was used for Haitian female. In 
addition, I used BM to refer to Brazilian-male and BF for Brazilian-female. The collected 
data were recorded on a cassette tape. These data were stored in a locked file cabinet until 
all the data were transcribed. All coded cassette tapes were stored in a locked file cabinet 
to be kept for 5 years. 
 
Integrity Measures 
The integrity of qualitative research is determined by its trustworthiness. The 
criteria I used for evaluating the trustworthiness of my present study are: (a) credibility, 
(b) validity, (c) reliability, and (d) generalizability. 
Credibility  
According to Trochim (2006), the credibility criteria involve establishing the 
results of the investigation to be credible or believable from the perspective of the 
participants in the research. A foremost consideration to establishing credibility was 
maintaining field notes and self-memos that would serve to monitor feelings, personal 
bias, and other emotional responses of the interviewer. Another intricate function of 
writing memos was explained by Sherman and Webb (1988), who considered memos “a 
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vital part of this process [where] the researcher quickly and spontaneously records his 
ideas in order to capture the initially elusive and shifting connections within the data” 
(p. 136).  
As Schram (2003) postulated, there are three key considerations in establishing 
the trustworthiness of qualitative research: (a) posturing and role presentation, 
(b) disclosing and exchange, and (c) making public the private. In considering Schram’s 
recommendations, I followed seven practical and ethical questions that served as a guide 
to the research and the accounts to be trusted:  
1.  What is the relationship between my presence in a setting and how I 
establish the credibility of my work? 
2.  How do I address the necessity of attending to some things but not others? 
3.  How do I engage and monitor the subjectivity that influences my 
research? 
4. How do I balance my research commitments with the desire to engage 
authentically those who are participating in the study? 
5.  How much and what types of information do I share with participants, and 
for what reasons? 
6.  How do I address the potential of betraying the trust of the study 
participants?  
7.  How do I deal with things that I did not intend and possibly did not want 
to learn? (pp. 96-101). 
The aforementioned inquiries served as a guide in reflecting on my presumptions 
and disclosing them, and allowing committee members to make suggestions at each stage 
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of the research process. The questions guided my reflections and decisions because they 
served as a constant reminder to continuously adhere to qualitative principles. The 
adherence to these questions allowed me to acknowledge my biased deductions and 
presuppositions in order to maintain my subjectivity as a researcher. Cassell and Symon 
(2004) indicated that to be reflexive “refers to the recognition that the researcher as an 
active participant in the research process shapes the nature of the process and the 
knowledge produced through it” (p. 20). Keeping field note memos to record my personal 
feelings about the process was a way in which my reflections were communicated to the 
committee. Merriam (2002) suggests the researcher “[be] the primary instrument for data 
collection and data analysis;” rather than eliminating biases or subjectivity, it is more 
important to “monitor [biases with respect to] how they may be shaping the collection 
and interpretation of data” (p. 5). In an effort to monitor personal bias, a copy of a fully 
coded transcript was provided to an outside reader for analysis and review in order to 
assert that interview protocols contained sufficient and important information. It also 
served to “assess constructs of interests, [where biases] or ambiguities [were] brought to 
light” (Reis & Judd, 2000, p. 299).  
I also asked an independent reader to participate in the verification of the 
transcript. First, the independent reader confirmed that all of the primary and research 
questions were present in the transcript. Second, the independent reader corroborated that 
the entire interview was transcribed and maintained according to the data collection 
procedures. After the verification, the independent reader indicated that several sentences 
had spaces as some of the words used in the original recording were not decipherable.  
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The independent reader indicated that some missing words needed to be clarified or 
restated by the interviewee during the second interview (Merriam, 2002).   
Validity  
According to Golafshani (2003) “the concept of validity is described by a wide 
range of terms in qualitative studies” (p. 602). To Kirk and Miller (1986), validity is the 
degree to which the findings are interpreted with accuracy. Davies and Dodd (2002) 
defined validity in terms of quality and rigor. In other words, validity is replaced by the 
idea of establishing “confidence in the findings” (Johnson, 1997, p. 282).  For the 
purpose of this study, a copy of the analysis and interpretation was submitted to the 
committee for review in order to determine the accuracy of revealing the complexity of 
the issue and guard against any personal bias. 
Reliability  
In qualitative research, reliability refers to the replications of the research methods 
at a different time and place. However, there are few or no expectations that identical or 
similar results would occur. To Trochim (2006), reliability is “essentially concerned with 
whether we would obtain the same results if we could observe the same thing twice” 
(p. 34). In this study, the context and the assumptions that are central to the research were 
explained in detail. In addition, the same semi-structured interview was utilized on two 
different occasions with the same interviewee, and the data collection was guided by the 
procedures and protocols utilized in qualitative research.  
Generalizability 
To Rubin and Rubin (1995), generalizability is appropriate “when what you want 
to generalize are numbers of categorical responses and people can be treated as if they 
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were alike” (p. 72). However, in the qualitative interview that was employed in the 
present study “we want to make broader statements about more complex responses than 
yes or no [answers]” (p. 72). In the present study, a total of six students were interviewed 
twice. According to Seidman (2006), researchers are able to “set a goal for a certain 
number of participants in the study” (p. 56). Glaser and Strauss (1967) explained that to 
make a broader statement it is necessary to reach completeness. Rubin and Rubin (1995) 
indicated that completeness is ultimately reached when the data provide a sense of 
meaning about a concept. In terms of generalization, through completeness the researcher 
is able to “extend what was learned beyond the original setting and the original 
interviewees by a logic of comparison” (p. 76). Equally important, Seidman (2006) and 
Rubin and Rubin (1995), concluded that completeness does not imply a pre-determined 
quantity of participants or a set number of emergent themes. 
 
Limitations 
This section describes the limitations of my role as a researcher. A general goal of 
this study was to inquire about specific in-depth understanding, assuming that an 
individual had already established a particular position on heritage language and 
bilingualism. Zaller and Feldman (1992) indicated that without a decision about a 
relevant belief, substantial data may be overlooked unless the participant explores and 
reflects about unfamiliar questions about a specific attitude. Fabrigar, McDonald, and 
Wegener (2005) therefore suggested: “whether based on a preexisting judgment or a 
newly formulated one, responses presumably reflect the individual orientation toward the 
object” (p. 47, emphasis added).  
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Researcher’s Role 
Within the framework of the aforementioned qualitative theoretical stance (Rubin 
& Rubin, 1995), my role as a researcher was to explore the in-depth understanding of 
heritage language among 9th through 12th grade non-Spanish-speaking bilingual students 
from different language backgrounds and who spoke English and their heritage language. 
My qualifications as a researcher included being a former immigrant student, English 
language learner, and world language teacher. When I first arrived to the United States, I 
was very interested in learning English as a second language and did not realize, at the 
time, the importance of continuing to learn my heritage language. As an English language 
learner, I understood that bilingualism was positive to me. Soon after I came to the 
United States, I lived and studied in Pennsylvania for almost 10 years. During this time, I 
traveled only a few times to my native country, Costa Rica. Perhaps such was the root of 
the decline in my use of my own native language.  During my studies, I was concentrated 
on learning English. In fact, 2 years after I arrived in the United States my English 
improved significantly, but I also started to lose Spanish as my heritage language. At this 
point, my focus was on learning English as fast as possible, fitting in with the rest of the 
students and assimilating into the culture. Furthermore, I felt that English was more 
important to learn and that it presented more opportunities in my academic and personal 
life. 
The assumptions I made based on my personal experiences with heritage 
language were confirmed during my teaching career. I taught high school for 8 years, and 
it was during this phase that I noticed Spanish immigrant students studying their native 
language for only for a year or two. Most of the time, they only took the number of 
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courses required by the school to graduate. In fact, many students enrolled because they 
considered their language to be easier to study, since they already had some knowledge 
of the language. I realized that students were also interested in learning English at the 
expense of their own language, just as I had experienced when I came to the United 
States.  
This interest in and personal involvement with heritage languages helped me 
become passionate about the issues surrounding heritage language and bilingualism. I 
believe that learning heritage languages is positive for students and good for our 
communities. I believe that students need to recognize that continuing to study their 
heritage language while learning English is a viable way to become bilingual. These 
personal experiences have offered me some basic skills needed to query students, elicit 
meaningful responses from them, observe their non-verbal responses, and glean 
significant information. 
 
Summary 
This chapter described the research design and the reason for studying high school 
students’ in-depth understanding of heritage language as a vehicle toward being bilingual. 
As a fundamental underpinning, the design offers a qualitative approach and an argument 
for its use. In addition, it also outlined the procedures used in selecting the participants. 
Semi-structured interviews were used as the primary instrument for the initial and 
subsequent research questions. In the analysis of the transcription, explanation of the data 
collection was included in order to create a consistency of emerging themes and 
terminology across the multiple interviews. Finally, in recognizing considerations of 
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credibility of qualitative inquiry and the inductive analysis, a series of steps was 
delineated to serve as a guide to establish trustworthiness in the research.  
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 
 The purpose of this study was to explore high school students’ in-depth 
understanding of the value of heritage language as such may pertain to their own 
bilingualism; more specifically, the study addresses experiences of first generation 
students who immigrated to the U.S. This chapter describes the results of this study 
through an analysis of the data collected through semi-structured interviews. Analysis of 
the data includes results from the items pertaining to the subjects’ self-exploration in the 
areas of heritage language and bilingualism.  The following section of the analysis entails 
an examination of the items of the semi-structured interview. The students’ responses 
were analyzed as a whole, and then the items were classified with respect to gender, place 
of birth, and first language. Finally, a holistic analysis was conducted with respect to the 
responses of the students from Brazil, Haiti, and Jamaica. The students’ responses were 
compared among the groups to determine if there were any differences between their 
responses. The chapter concludes with a summary of the main research questions and 
related findings pertaining to heritage language and bilingualism. 
 
Answers to Research Questions 
 The following research questions were explored in this study: With respect to 
high school students from families who have recently immigrated to the United States, 
(a) what are their in-depth understandings of the value of their heritage language? 
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(b) what are their in-depth understandings of the value of bilingualism? and (c) are there 
any differences in the answers associated with gender differences, place of birth, and first 
language. 
 
Inductive Analysis 
 Thematic analysis was utilized to analyze inductively the data from the 
transcripts. There were three categories that emerged from the data: (a) heritage language, 
(b) bilingualism, and (c) English as a second language. Subsequently, themes emerged 
from each category. All the findings emerged from the data through an analysis of the 
data. The following five themes emerged from the heritage language category: 
(a) language difficulty, (b) motivators, (c) language attrition, (d) language preference, and 
(e) discouraging factors. Also, four themes emerged from the bilingualism category: 
(a) awareness, (b) importance, (c) perception, and (d) employment. Lastly, five themes 
emerged from the English language category: (a) comfort, (b) preference, (c) difficulty, 
(d) proficiency upon arrival, and (e) language choice at school. 
Heritage Language  
 Heritage language refers to the language learned at home that is different from the 
dominant language of the community (Valdés, 2001). Five concepts related to heritage 
language were described by interviewees: (a) heritage language was not difficult to learn; 
(b) family and friends were a major motivator to learn the heritage language; (c) students 
were not concerned about losing the heritage language; (d) students preferred to use their 
heritage with family and friends; and (e) students were discouraged by people deriding 
their language and making fun of their accents. 
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 All the participants agreed that their heritage language was not difficult to acquire 
as their primary language. BM concluded, “My [heritage] language was natural and easy 
to learn.” JF also said, “Patois was easy.” All the participants also agreed that family and 
friends were major motivators to continue learning the language. When asked why he 
wanted to continue learning his heritage language, HM explained, “For me, my friends 
and family.” And JM also indicated, “My friends and family motivate[s] me to know 
Patois.” For the participants, heritage language attrition, or losing their heritage language 
did not represent a concern. For example, HF said, “I don’t worry about [losing] Creole; I 
speak it with my family all the time.” And JF said, “I will always speak Patois; I won’t 
forget.”  
 Additionally, students also agree that behaviors of others have had a negative 
impact on the maintenance of their heritage language. In fact, all the students in this study 
were discouraged from learning their heritage language when others derided their 
language or their accent. JM explained, “I don’t like when my classmates or my friends 
make fun of my accent; it makes me feel bad and don’t want to learn it.” When 
confronted with the question about what discourages learning their heritage language, HF 
explained, “When they make fun of my language.” These sentiments were also 
corroborated by BM, who stated that he is discouraged when “people make fun of [his] 
accent.” 
Bilingualism  
 For Valdés (2001) bilingualism is the ability to communicate fluently in more 
than one language. Four themes emerged from the bilingual category. The interviewees 
indicated that (a) they know how to become bilingual, (b) bilingualism was more 
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important than monolingualism, (c) bilingualism is positive in their lives, and (d) 
bilingualism was important for employment. Students agreed on how to become 
bilingual. BF concluded, “I need to read the newspaper and visit the country.” HM 
further explained, “Going to Haiti was nice and help me know two languages. I also like 
listening to music.” JF similarly referred to “watching movies and listen[ing] to the 
music.” 
 Students further showed a positive view of bilingualism and they indicated that 
bilingualism was more important than monolingualism. JM stated, “I like to know two 
languages more than one.” Also, BF stated, “Two languages is better than one language; I 
like knowing two languages.” The interviewees also viewed bilingualism to be an 
important factor in their lives. BM said, “Portuguese and English are good for me.” Also, 
HM concluded that “knowing two languages is a good thing.” JF added: “I know two 
languages, and it is nice.” Finally, students also concluded that being bilingual was 
important for future employment. JM explained that “all the jobs want you to speak more 
languages.” BF said, “You need to know two languages to get a good job.” HF also said, 
“I think it is important if you are applying for jobs.” 
English as a Second Language  
 Five themes emerged from the English language as a category. The interviewees 
noted (a) their comfort level around English speakers, (b) being comfortable using 
English around family and friends, (c) lack of difficulty in learning English, (d) a low 
proficiency level upon their arrival to the U.S. and (e) that English was their language of 
preference at school. Heritage language students seemed to feel comfortable with other 
English speakers. For example, JF said, “I feel fine around English…when I am talking 
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to people.” In addition, BM said, “I like to be around people who speak English. I speak 
English.” When I asked whether she felt comfortable around people who spoke English, 
HF replied: “[It] is ok for me; I am fine.” More specifically, heritage language learners 
seem to be comfortable using English with family and friends. BF stated, “I use English 
with my friends and my family.” HM said, “I like to speak English with my grandma and 
my brother… and my friends.” Also JM said, “I speak English with my friends,…so…I 
can talk to my uncle and friends”.  
 Some students reported that English was easy to learn. JF said, “English was easy; 
my aunt used to teach me. She is [in] Jamaica. I used to live with her. Because of her job, 
she had to speak proper English.” HF concurred: “I had to watch it from TV…English 
was not that hard.” HM added, “It is [was] easy.”  
 Perhaps even more remarkably, most of the heritage language learners in this 
study viewed English as easy to learn despite their low proficiency of the language upon 
their arrival to the U.S. When asked about their English proficiency when they arrived in 
the U.S., BF said, “[My] English was so bad; I couldn’t speak any English.” Also, JM 
said, “Not good.” And, HF concluded, “Uh! Not so good.” Contrastively, however, 
students reported a strong preference for using English at school, suggesting that low 
proficiency levels, at least in the minds of these students, may not have persisted too 
long. In response to a question about which language they prefer in school, BF said, “No, 
not there! I don’t speak Portuguese at school.” JM explained, “At school I don’t [speak 
Patois], only English.” HF simply stated, “English at school.” 
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 Overall, the comments heritage language students have about bilingualism and 
heritage language reflected their perceptions and experiences as immigrant students in the 
U.S. All the students demonstrated a lack of in-depth understanding about the benefits of 
maintaining their heritage language as a means toward bilingualism. 
The Composite Group  
 The six students ranged in age from 15 to 18. There was variety among the six 
students in terms of length of time in the U.S., ranging from 3 months to 8 years, thus 
reflecting wide variety of international experiences present in a single class. However, in 
spite of these differences, all students noted that they speak their heritage language at 
home with their families: JF said he speaks with “the whole entire family.” Only two of 
the six students stated that they also use English at home. BM said very simply, “[I 
speak] English...with my family at home.” Four of the six reiterated that they found 
English rather easy to learn in the realm that HF noted that, “English was not that hard.” 
On the other hand, two said it was difficult. BF was firm, saying, “It is really hard to 
speak English; it is really hard for me because I don't like speaking English.” 
Interestingly, no students reported spending any academic time learning their heritage 
language. In spite of this, no student seemed to sense that they were losing any ability to 
speak their heritage language.  
 There was variety in the answers with respect to appreciating one language over 
the other. Five of the six had a preference. Of those five, three preferred English over the 
heritage language and two preferred the heritage language. 
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Country Comparison 
  Answers to interview questions are presented according to each country’s 
cumulative perspective.  
 
(a) What are their In-Depth Understandings of the Value of their Heritage 
Language?  
 Students from Brazil indicated their preference and interest in studying their 
culture over their language to maintain Portuguese. When asked specifically about the 
best way to maintain heritage language, BF stated: “My culture, for me. I think [it] is 
good to learn a little bit about the people, the food, and everything.” However, the 
Brazilian students preferred English to communicate with friends in school and 
Portuguese to communicate with family and others in their country of origin. BF 
explained that this is “because in here my friends speak English…and most of my family 
speaks Portuguese…I rather speak English with my friends.” Their responses also 
revealed a lack of concern about losing Portuguese as a heritage language. For example, 
BF said, “I don’t think I am going to forget Portuguese though because I have family 
here…so… How I am going to forget my own language?” Students also reported that 
family and friends are considered a major motivator to maintain Portuguese. However, 
students pointed out that comments deriding their Portuguese language discourage its use. 
BF was particularly candid in saying, “My friends are so mean...because I have the 
accent. I know it is not really good, but they laugh.” 
 Students from Haiti recommended studying and speaking with parents to maintain 
Haitian Creole as a heritage language. However, the students from Haiti seemed to have a 
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clear preference for Haitian-Creole when communicating with their friends outside of 
school, but preferred English for conversing with their friends at school. HM noted, 
“speaking with [my] family…[because] people may forget it …but this way [I] do not 
forget.”  Similarly, the students were discouraged from using Haitian-Creole when people 
associated Haitian-Creole with the political situation in Haiti. HM iterated that, “The 
political situation at home, people think that I am as bad like my situation in my country.” 
In spite of this, Haitian students revealed that they are not concerned about losing 
Haitian-Creole as a heritage language. In fact, HM proclaimed, “I like both…I don’t 
know which one is the best, but I think that Haitian Creole is easier to learn that English. 
I know ‘cause is my native language…But when I go on vacation, I love it…You learn 
new words, you know.” 
 Students from Jamaica also concluded that they preferred to speak in Patois to 
communicate with their friends, as well as their immediate and extended families, even 
preferring Patois over English. JM said, “At home I speak Patois, and in class I speak 
Patois.” In addition, they recommended visiting Jamaica as a way to maintain their 
heritage language. When asked how they can maintain their heritage language JM 
offered, “To go back and visit Jamaica! [We] have to reconnect.” Moreover, students 
from Jamaica were not concerned about losing Patois as a heritage language, though they 
did not offer much detail about their perspectives on this issue. JM responded to a 
question about losing his heritage language, stating, “No, not yet, maybe someday, but 
not now.” Still, both Jamaican students felt discouraged from using Patois when people 
derided Patois or when they were misunderstood. JM expressed such discouragement by 
saying, “Sometimes I get mad when they make fun of my language...or make fun the way 
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we talk, like I get mad they ask me to repeat myself, because I feel they are making fun 
of me.” 
 
(b) What are the Students’ In-Depth Understandings about the Value of 
Bilingualism?   
A close analysis revealed that students from Brazil considered bilingualism to be 
important. For example, BM said, “The whole world speaks English, [but] knowing two 
languages is important.”  BF also added, “I think [it] is important to speak both.” 
However, the students’ responses varied in terms of the importance of bilingualism for 
a) personal opportunities for employment as in BF’s comment, “I think that for you to get 
a job, you have to speak more than one language,” and b) as a tool to communicate in the 
world’s economic language, as revealed in BM’s declaration “Knowing two languages is 
important to work.” In addition, students emphasized studying the culture and 
subsequently the language as a way to bilingualism. BF asserted, “My culture, for me…I 
think is good to learn a little bit about the people, the food, and everything.” BF, 
additionally indicated her interest in being bilingual through saying, “Read[ing], 
watch[ing] movies, not worry[ing] about my accent, express[ing] myself, [and] not 
worry[ing] about what people [have to] say.” 
Students from Haiti indicated the positive benefits of being bilingual and had a 
clear preference for studying the language and the culture as a way to attain bilingualism.  
HF professed, “You need to learn both, because you can deny it.” She also said, “Stick to 
the language, I guess, [and] focus on the language.” HM added, “I like both languages 
because I could mix [them] up, because I could say something in Creole and at the same 
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time say something in English. He also added, “[I like] culture, because it is different 
down there than it is here. That is probably the only reason I want to learn [the language] 
and [also] the music.” 
 On the other hand, the students from Jamaica considered English and Patois to be 
equally important, but preferred only to study the culture of Jamaica as a way to 
bilingualism. JF said, “I like to study the culture.” When confronted with a question 
about whether he would prefer to study the language or the culture, JM concluded very 
simply, “culture.”  
  
(c) Are there any Differences in the Answers Associated with Gender Differences, 
Place of Birth, or First Language? 
 Gender comparison. The sample was divided into three groups according to the 
students’ gender, place of birth, and first language. The responses were first analyzed 
within the group and subsequently compared among the three groups. The findings are 
based on the three female participants from Brazil, Haiti, and Jamaica. 
 All females. Overall, an analysis of the qualitative data revealed certain 
similarities among females from Brazil, Haiti, and Jamaica. For example, the students 
preferred Portuguese, Haitian-Creole, and Jamaican Patois to communicate with family. 
In addition, they were not concerned about losing their heritage language and agreed that 
people deriding their heritage language discouraged its use. An analysis of the qualitative 
data also revealed certain differences between females from Brazil, Haiti, and Jamaica. 
BF preferred English over Portuguese: “I think for me now English. I rather speak 
English with my friends...most of the time.” Nevertheless, she wouldn’t ascribe a label of 
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one language as more important than another, instead considering English and Portuguese 
to be equally important: “I think it is important to speak both.” She also considered 
family and friends to be a motivator to learn Portuguese. When asked what motivates her 
to speak Portuguese, she replied, “Because in here my friends speak English so…and 
most of my family speaks Portuguese.” On the other hand, HF preferred Haitian-Creole 
over English and preferred to study the language and culture as a way to bilingualism. 
Her comments lacked specificity: “Stick to the language… I guess…to focus on the 
language.” Nevertheless, HF also preferred English to communicate with friends, stating, 
“If they speak English, then I speak English.” She also showed concern about the 
negative association people make between the Haitian-Creole language and the political 
situation in Haiti, “I like the language, but it is really bad in Haiti.” In the meantime, she 
also considered family a major motivator to learn Haitian-Creole; when asked why she 
wanted to learn Haitian-Creole, she replied, “I think my mom.” 
 Finally, JF recommended visiting Jamaica, each year, to maintain Patois as a 
heritage language. She stated enthusiastically, “And I go there every year. I will go to 
Jamaica and go to my family and talk it...I don't think I am going to lose it.” She also 
preferred Patois over English: “Well, Patois is important to me because that is where I 
come from and that is what I know, my language...and I love speaking my language.” JF 
also preferred Patois to communicate with friends; however, unlike other students in this 
study, she cited people’s positive disposition toward her native language, thus 
contributing her motivation to learn Patois: “I like the way I speak it...sometimes people 
do not understand it....everybody likes my accent. They love to hear me talk.” 
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 All males. Overall, an analysis of the qualitative data revealed certain similitude 
between males from Brazil, Haiti, and Jamaica. For example, the males preferred to use 
their heritage language with friends, use English at school, and would rather study than 
language as a way to bilingualism. Overall, male students were not concerned about 
losing their heritage language. Qualitative data also revealed certain differences among 
the male students. For example, BM recommended reading and watching movies to 
maintain Portuguese, preferred English to Portuguese, and studied the language and the 
culture as a way to bilingualism. He stated, “To read, watch movies, do not worry about 
accent express themselves, do not worry about what people say.” However, BM stated 
that he prefers to speak Portuguese with family and friends who are major motivators 
toward learning the heritage language. 
 On the other hand, HM recommended studying the language and culture to 
communicate with immediate family and to maintain Haitian-Creole but preferred to 
study both Haitian-Creole and English combined as a way to bilingualism. HM 
considered English and Haitian-Creole to be equally important.  For HM, studying the 
culture was considered a major motivator to maintain Haitian-Creole; and, as with his 
female counterpart, a negative association of the Haitian-Creole language and the 
political situation in Haiti discouraged learning their language, emphasizing in this 
context, “Speaking with my family, I use Creole, but English with my friends.” 
 JM recommended visiting Jamaica to maintain Patois. He said he preferred Patois 
to English, studying the culture as a way toward bilingualism and speaking Patois with 
friends. He noted self-identity and being able to speak with the family as major 
motivators to learn Patois, explaining, “Because when you come here you don't have an 
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idea of how to speak it, beside it is really hard to read Patois.” JM also indicated, “The 
fact that I am Jamaican, I have my own motivation. I use it whenever I feel like it.” 
Furthermore, unlike his female compatriot, he explained that derision of Patois by others 
and not being understood by peers discouraged his use of the native language; however, 
he also noted contrastingly how Jamaican peers provide a positive outlook on Patois: 
“When I am with a one to one they ask me how to say things, but they don't make fun of 
me.” 
 Male and females from Brazil. Analyses of the qualitative data revealed certain 
similitude between the male and female subjects from Brazil with respect to their 
responses. For example, both students recommended studying the culture to maintain 
Portuguese, but recommended using English more than Portuguese. BF referred again to 
culture and food: “My culture. I think is good to learn a little bit about the people, the 
food, and everything,” while MB stated, “[I] am interest[ed] in culture.” 
 They also indicated an inclination to study the language, and not the culture, as a 
way to maintain their heritage language.  MB indicated, “To read, watch movies, do not 
worry about accent express themselves, do not worry about what people say.” 
 The two Brazilian students also preferred Portuguese to communicate with family 
and people in the native country. They also preferred to study English to communicate 
with friends during class, considered English to be more important than Portuguese, and 
associated bilingualism with employment opportunities. BF said, “I rather speak English 
with my friends.” She added, “Because in here my friends speak English and most of my 
family speaks Portuguese.” Meanwhile, BM indicated, “Speaking with family, I speak 
Portuguese all the time.” 
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 Neither student was concerned about losing Portuguese as a heritage language and 
they both considered family and friends as major motivators to maintain Portuguese. BM 
rejected the thought of losing the Portuguese, stating, “Speaking with my family [is a 
major motivator].” Finally, both BF and BM pointed out that when others deride their 
Portuguese accent, they are discouraged from using their heritage language. BF said, 
“Because I have the accent,” and BM also pointed to “people making fun of [his] 
language.” 
 Analyses of the qualitative data revealed certain differences between the male and 
female from Brazil. For example, BF indicated a difficulty level in learning English as a 
second language: “Some words were very difficult. Everything was difficult because I 
didn't understand.” BF considered friends to be a stronger motivator than family to learn 
Portuguese as a heritage language. She also recommended studying the language. 
Contrastingly, BM indicated that English was not difficult to learn, saying that 
confrontation with English was “So, so! Not that bad! It was easy.”  He added that family 
was a motivator to learn Portuguese as a heritage language, simply citing “speaking with 
my family.” He also recommended studying the culture, not the language in isolation, to 
learn the heritage language, stating “interest in culture!” 
 Males and females from Haiti. Analyses of the qualitative data revealed certain 
similitude between the male and female from Haiti. Both students recommend studying 
the language and continuing speaking with the parents to maintain the heritage language, 
preferring in such instances Haitian-Creole over English. Both students also 
recommended studying the language and the culture as a way to bilingualism. They also 
preferred using English with friends, parents, and extended family, considering Haitian-
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Creole and English to be equally important. Family was considered to be a major 
motivator in maintaining their heritage language. Nevertheless, there was a concern about 
losing Haitian-Creole as a heritage language. Finally, both students stated that when other 
people disrespected and derided their heritage language, such discouraged the use of 
Haitian-Creole. Both students expressed a concern that people in general may have a 
negative perception of the languages as they may relate it to the country’s political 
situation. HF said, “I like the language, but it is really bad in Haiti.” 
 Analyses of the qualitative data also revealed certain differences between the 
Haitian male and female. For example, HF indicated that English was not difficult learn, 
and considered culture a major motivator to learn Haitian-Creole: “I like their food, and 
how they speak.” For her, bilingualism was important as a way to obtain employment in 
the near future; hence, she considered bilingualism more important than monolingualism, 
“Yes, I am forgetting. I think it is important if you are applying for jobs.” She also 
recommended speaking with family and watching movies in Haitian-Creole to become 
bilingual.  
 On the other hand, HM indicated that he had significant difficulty learning 
English as a second language and that listening to music was a motivator for learning 
Haitian-Creole: “English was hard” and “I think listening to the music is good.” For HM, 
bilingualism is important as a way “to help others.” 
 Males and females from Jamaica. Analyses of the qualitative data revealed 
certain similitude between the male and female from Jamaica. For example, both students 
recommended visiting Jamaica each year to maintain Patois as the heritage language. 
They also preferred Patois over English, studying the language and the culture as a way 
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to bilingualism, heritage language with friends, but English at school. JF was assertive, “I 
like Patois better than English.” Both JF and JM considered Patois and English to be 
equally important and were not concerned about losing Patois as a heritage language. JF 
suggested affirmed, “They are the same.” For these two students, when people’s 
disposition toward the native accent and interest in music were positive, such were major 
motivators for them to maintain their heritage language. On the other hand, when others 
disrespected their heritage language, they felt discouragement from using Patois. 
 Analysis of the qualitative data also revealed certain differences between the male 
and female from Jamaica. JF indicated that learning Patois was not difficult and that the 
own accent is a major motivator to learn heritage language: “Patois is important to me 
because that is where I come from and that is what I know—my language and I love 
speaking my language.” She uses Patois to communicate with friends and family and 
considers bilingualism to be more important than monolingualism. On the other hand, JM 
said that Patois was a difficult language to learn, stating, “I didn’t know it at all” and “It 
was hard.” For him, Jamaican culture is a major motivator to learn his heritage language, 
even preferring to use Patois, asserting that he “would probably go to the Patois friends.” 
 Gender conclusion. After segregating and comparing the students’ responses by 
gender, place of birth, and language, I found that males from Brazil, Haiti, and Jamaica 
were not concerned about losing their heritage language. For example, BM confirmed his 
use of heritage language at home, “Yeah, because you are going to need to speak with 
your grandma because your grandma it not going to learn English because they are a little 
bit old, so you have to learn the language to talk to them.” He continued, “Speaking with  
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family, I speak Portuguese all the time.” HM similarly considered family to be a 
motivator to learn the language. 
 The boys generally agreed that bilingualism is beneficial, stating such in terms of 
their own abilities to speak both languages. For example, JM bragged, “I do both really 
good though.”  However, they disagreed about the reasons of the perceived benefits. BM 
touted universal English for his reason, “The whole world speaks English,” while JM 
referred to his personal experience, “I know what everybody is saying, so I can speak to 
different people.” On the other hand, HM referred directly to being helpful to others: 
“Because I can help people, and I can help myself if I am in a situation where I need it. I 
definitely need to speak it.” The students were also comfortable using English as a 
second language. In addition, they revealed that they did not have a language preference 
for their native language or English though they acknowledged they were discouraged 
from learning the heritage language by numerous factors. 
 The females from Brazil, Haiti, and Jamaica were not concerned with losing their 
heritage language, considered bilingualism to be beneficial and were also comfortable 
using English as a second language. Data also indicated that females did not have a 
language preference for their native language or English and differed as to the motivation 
to learn their heritage language. The female students agreed that bilingualism was 
beneficial, but were not clear about the reasons of the perceived benefits  
 
Rural and Urban Comparison 
I also compared the responses of the male and female students from Brazil, Haiti, 
and Jamaica based on if they were born in the city or in a rural area. The data revealed 
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that two students from rural areas and three students from the city agreed that learning 
English as a second language was not difficult. Only one student from the city found 
difficulty in learning English as a second language. Overall, five students out of the six 
found learning English as a second language not difficult. In addition, four students from 
the city and from the rural area found learning no difficulty in learning their heritage 
language. On the other hand, the one student from the rural area found that learning their 
heritage language was difficult. Overall, five students of the six did not consider it 
difficult to learn their heritage language.  
A comparison between rural and urban students found that all six students 
considered family to be a motivator to learn their heritage language. In addition, four 
students from the city preferred their heritage language over English, one student from 
the city and one student from the rural area preferring both their heritage language and 
English. Overall, four of six students preferred their heritage language, and two preferred 
their heritage language and English; in other words, they insisted on bilingualism. 
 I also found that female and male students from urban and rural areas differed in 
their perceptions toward bilingualism. Data revealed that two students from the city 
found bilingualism to be more important than monolingualism, one student concluding 
that bilingualism was important to help others and another considering bilingualism 
important for employment. On the other hand, one student from a rural area indicated that 
bilingualism was positive as it allows mixing both languages, while another concluded 
that bilingualism was more important than monolingualism.  
 Students’ responses varied in their recommendations about become bilingual. For 
example, two students from the city recommended studying the language, while one 
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student did not make any recommendation, and two recommended speaking with the 
family. Students from the rural areas also varied in their responses. For example, one 
student recommended visiting their native country, and one student suggested speaking 
with the family. Overall, two students recommended speaking with the family, two 
students suggested studying the language, one student recommended visiting the country, 
and one student had no recommendation. 
 
Further Analysis 
 The study presumed that students possess an understanding of their heritage 
language and bilingualism. The rationale for an additional inquiry was prompted because 
the answers from the interview were superficial. The responses uncovered during the 
interviews seemed to reveal comparatively less than that what I had expected when I 
considered the literature promoting this research. As a result, I wanted to conduct further 
analysis. In essence, I believed there was a post-collaborative construct between the 
students and the reference from the research—a meta-conversation employed as an 
objective approach to retrace the elements expected from the research but not present in 
the dialogue with the students; thus, I opted to analyze the students’ responses in light of 
an inquiry with the literature. In other words, I found the answers from the students were 
revealing; however, I wondered if what they were not stating was similarly revealing.  
 After considering students’ answers, I asked myself to what extent their answers 
reflected, or didn’t reflect, current literature regarding bilingualism and heritage 
language. To answer this, I developed a subset of 22 questions and engaged in a 
conversation with the literature in light of students’ responses (Table 4 showcases the 
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actual 22 questions with references to the specific authors in the literature). The 22 
questions developed served as a dynamic approach to reflect upon the students’ answers 
within an academic context, thus complementing my original analysis by broadening the 
scope—not only accepting the students’ responses as a reflection of their in-depth 
knowledge regarding the value of their bilingualism, but also extending the description to 
what students’ responses lacked—that is, answers in light of the literature review I had 
come to expect or hope for but did not obtain. 
 
1. Did students express any sense of how critical their age is with respect to deciding 
how much they will learn and use their heritage language?  
 There seems to be a trend among students who are born outside the United States. 
Heritage language proficiency of heritage language students gradually decreases due to a 
lack of exposure of their own language. Similarly, limiting the exposure to their own 
heritage language seems to prevent a natural advancement as the students become older. 
In the studies conducted by Lucas (1993), Norrid-Lacey and Spencer (2000) to first 
generation immigrants it was found that heritage language decrease as age increases, 
despite where students were born.  However, it is important to note that such decrease in 
their heritage language in more like to occur in terms of academic language as compared 
to informal language. For example, the daily language employed at home with relatives 
or friends who speak the heritage language. These studies, however, do not mention 
whether the students are aware of this phenomenon.  
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Table 4 
Questions regarding students’ answers with respect to corresponding literature 
 
Question 
 
Literature prompting the 
question 
 
1. Do students express any sense of how critical their 
age is with respect to deciding how much they will 
learn and use their heritage language or not? 
 
 
Lucas (1993), Norrid-Lacey and 
Spencer (2000) 
 
2. Do students know that they may be part of an 
overall contribution to their maintenance or attrition of 
their heritage language? Do they feel any 
responsibility? 
 
 
Peal and Lambert (1962), 
Collier (1992) 
 
3. Do students express any sense of metacognitive 
knowledge that heritage language maintenance—i.e., 
the means to bilingualism—could be an asset to their 
own cognitive growth? Do they show any examples of 
cognitive flexibility or abstract reasoning? 
 
 
Anderson (1982), Gibbons et al., 
2002); Bialystock (2010), Peal 
and Lambert (1962), Diaz 
(1983) and Landry (1974), 
Mouw and Xie (1999) 
 
4. Do students employ a narrative regarding their 
appreciation for culture? 
 
 
Bourdieu (1997) and Hooghe 
(2007) 
 
5. Do students employ language regarding economic 
opportunity? 
 
 
Arriagada (2005), Reyner 
(1999) 
 
6. Do students employ language regarding social 
connections? 
 
 
Clyne (2004), Roca and Marcos 
(1999) 
 
 
7. Are there any expressions indicative of sense of 
cultural or linguistic flexibility, spontaneity, or 
imitative ability? 
 
Cummins (1994), Skutnabb-
Kangas (1995), and Tokuhama-
Espinoza (2003) 
 
Table 4 continues 
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8. Do students express excitement regarding a 
prospect of their own full bilingualism?  
 
Siegel (2004), Lee (2002) 
 
9. Do students express sadness or regrets regarding 
a prospect of no bilingualism? 
 
 
 Lewis (1980) 
 
10. With respect to standards, are there any 
references to the following questions: 
(a) Do students worry that their heritage 
language might not meet kinds of 
pressure from nonnuclear family 
members?  
(b) Do students worry that their heritage 
language might not achieve academic 
standards?  
(c) To what degree do students engage in 
any of those standards or benchmarks 
regarding their own language? 
(d) What aspects of additive bilingualism 
are required in these standards?  
 
 
Arriagada (2005); Cystal (2000), 
Crawford (2006), Brown and 
Cocking (2000), Brown (2005) 
 
11. Do students suggest that their own bilingualism 
could be an asset toward learning a third or fourth 
language? 
 
Bronwyn (2003), Birch(1993), 
Gort (2006), Crawford (1995), 
Thomas and Collier (1997) 
 
 
12. Do students note that their heritage language 
could help them learn to read English more easily? 
 
Diaz (1983), Landry (1974), Mouw 
and Xie (1999) 
 
13. Do students convey any overt myth or 
misinformation about bilingualism? For example, 
did any student suggest that bilingualism might not 
be a good idea because children might find the two 
languages confusing?  
 
 
Clyne (2004) 
 
14. Do students refer to language policy issues? 
 
Crawford (1992),Cummins (2005) 
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15. Did students refer to their school’s level of 
commitment to bilingualism? 
 
 
Campbell (1998), Bransford, 
Brown and Coking (2000), Valdés 
(1995) 
 
 
16. Do students report taking heritage language 
classes? If so, what do they say about them? 
 
 
Delgado-Gaitan (1994), Fishman 
(1991) 
 
17. Did students discuss the political situations in 
their home countries? 
 
 
Crawford (2006), Reyhner (1999) 
 
18. Do students feel peer pressure either to keep or 
to lose their heritage language? 
 
 
Hinton (1999), Norrid-Lacey and 
Spencer (1999) 
 
19. What family members are in the students’ 
homes? Do they mention such? 
 
Ishizawa (2004), Kondo-Brown 
(2005), Gonzalez (2001), Guardado 
(2002); Hinton, Wiley and Valdés 
(2001) 
 
 
20. Do students refer to their own socio-economic 
status? 
 
 
Peal and Lambert (1962) 
 
21. Do students overtly discuss curriculum? 
 
 
Chevalier (2004), Douglas (2005), 
Lasagabaster (2005), Wiley and 
Valdés (2001), Douglas (2005), 
Wiley and Valdés (2001), 
 
 
22. Are students able to converse metacognitively 
or linguistically about their heritage language? 
 
 
Cummin (2005), Krashen (1996), 
Thomas and Collier (1997), 
Beaudrie and Ducar (2005) 
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 In the present study, students did not refer to either their ages or their length of 
time living in the Unites States as a deciding learning factor. The only age reference was 
made in terms of HF’s present age and the age of arrival to the United States, “I am 16,” 
and “[I] have been here for 7 years.” Furthermore, students did not make references to 
teachers, other students, or family members who speak about the importance of heritage 
language learning or bilingualism or why adolescents should be developing these skills. 
 
2. Do students know that they may be part of an overall contribution to their 
maintenance or attrition of their heritage language? Do they feel any responsibility? 
 Peal and Lambert (1962), as well as Collier (1992), suggest that students know 
they are part of an overall contribution in learning their own heritage language, meaning 
that students are aware that if they themselves do not study their heritage language, the 
number of users of that language could deplete. However, there is no evidence from 
statements by students in this study with respect to understanding their possible 
contribution to the maintenance or attrition of their heritage language. The students only 
indicated their desire to learn their heritage language; however, their comments did not 
reflect that they are aware of how their own actions contribute to heritage language 
maintenance or attrition. In terms of the responsibility, the students simply stated that 
they were not concerned about losing their heritage language. For example, JM 
concluded: “I am not going to forget my language because I already speak it.” Similarly, 
BM stated: “I will always speak Portuguese; I am not going to forget it.” Also, HM 
overtly stated: “I don’t think I am going to lose it.”  
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3. Do students express a sense of metacognitive knowledge that heritage language 
maintenance, i.e., the means to bilingualism, could be an asset to their cognitive 
growth? Did they show any examples of cognitive flexibility or abstract reasoning?  
 Anderson (1982), Gibbons et al. (2002), Bialystock (2010), Peal and Lambert 
(1962), Diaz (1983) and Landry (1974), Mouw and Xie (1999) have all concluded that 
bilingualism is a cognitive asset to students—that is, cognitive flexibility, elasticity, 
abstract reasoning can all be positive side effects of students’ emerging bilingualism. 
Generally, all the cognitive assets are particular abilities that allow students to adapt their 
cognition to enhance their own knowledge. In this case, due to the nature of their own 
capabilities, the student is able to quickly adapt to particular language situations. In other 
words, students possess adequate cognitive tools to restructure their own knowledge and 
are capable of making instant linguistic combinations to meet requirements of unique 
situations (Spiro, 1987). However, in this study, there is no reference in the subjects’ 
statements to the benefits of cognitive flexibility, elasticity, abstract reasoning, or literacy 
with respect to their own bilingualism though the students generally affirmed that 
bilingualism is positive for them. JM said, “I feel great actually [being bilingual].” Also, 
HM indicated, “Yeah, because I can help people and I can help myself if I am in a 
situation where I need it. I definitely need to speak it.”  
 
4. Do students employ a narrative regarding their appreciation for culture? 
 Students demonstrated a keen interest in their own culture as concluded by 
Bourdieu (1997) and Hooghe (2007)—in other words, culture as an everyday experience 
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signifying a way of life as experienced by the students. The students’ meta-awareness and 
appreciation of their own culture thus may become an academic medium for promoting 
their own interest in learning their heritage language. To some extent, students in this 
study did indicate such meta-awareness. Students perceived culture as the vehicle to learn 
their heritage language. None of the students shared any amusing situations where one of 
their cultures might handle a situation differently than another, thus never really showing 
their overt knowledge of how a bicultural person might cleverly dance between two or 
more communities. At best, students referred only generally to tangible aspects of 
culture, notably food. For example, HF said, “Culture, because the food they eat,” and BF 
similarly stated: “My culture…for me, I think is good to learn a little bit about the people, 
the food, and everything.” 
 
5. Do students employ language regarding economic opportunity? 
 Students in this study unanimously concluded that bilingualism would provide 
economic opportunity, just as Arriagada (2005) and Reyner (1999) had found in their 
own studies where students seemed to become bilingual in hopes obtaining a job in the 
current market. Students in this study similarly indicated that knowing two languages is 
essential in the present global stage as the market is in need of bilingual personnel. 
However, the students did not mention any aspects of proficiency levels that may be 
expected by any future employer. Furthermore, the students failed to recognize their 
personal steps in fulfilling any academic requirements in order to become fluent—i.e., the 
degree to which they must achieve novice, intermediate, or advanced proficiency levels. I 
had assumed as a language educator that students might have a sense of their heritage 
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language ability in terms of strengths and weaknesses. However, the students of this 
study did not indicate whether the future employment might require conversational or 
academic language; their comments make no distinctions between heritage language use 
at home or at work. For example, BF said, “Yeah! Really important! I think that for you 
to get a job you have to speak more than one language.” HF then said, “Yes, I am 
forgetting. I think it is important. If you are applying for jobs. I think it is important.” 
 
6. Do students employ language regarding social connections? 
 As Clyne (2004), as well as Roca and Marcos (1999), had observed, students in 
this study also found that making social connections to be an important part of student 
life. Students in this study stated that these connections seemed confined to using the 
heritage language. The heritage language seems to be a personal preference for speaking 
with friends in their language of comfort. BF illustrated such by saying, “No, I have my 
friends inviting [me] to parties and they speak Portuguese, and I have my best friend” 
while BM simply said, “so that I can talk to friends.”  
 
7. Were there any expressions or sense of cultural or linguistic flexibility, 
spontaneity, or imitative ability? 
 Students in this study reported evidence revealing some of the phenomena named 
in this question, thus corroborating the studies of Cummins (1994), Skutnabb-Kangas 
(1995), and Tokuhama-Espinoza (2003). Students stated that they are able to code switch. 
For example, when I asked the interviewees if they mix English and their heritage 
language, BF said: “Yes! Sometimes when I want to say something but I can say it in 
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English.” However, the students’ flexibility, spontaneity, and imitative abilities before, 
during, and after the interview were not necessarily present. Students did not code-switch 
during the interview nor did they imitate native English speakers, or anyone else.  
  
8. Did any student express excitement regarding a prospect of their own full 
bilingualism?  
 None of the students made statements about their accomplishments in becoming 
bilingual, as Siegel (2004) and Lee (2002) had both seen with their subjects. However, 
the students showed some excitement about their bilingualism in their demonstration of 
their English language proficiency and their apparent extroverted personalities. For 
example, JF said: “I love speaking my language.” Also, HM said, just as BF had with 
respect to code switching, “I like both languages because I could mix [them] up, because 
I can say something in Creole and the same time say something in English.” Also BF 
said: “I think that it is important to speak both.”  
9. Did students express sadness or regrets regarding a prospect of no bilingualism? 
 The students did not express any sadness or regrets about their limited 
bilingualism, a finding similar to that of Lewis (1980). In fact, students were seemingly 
comfortable with their own level of English language proficiency. For example, BM said, 
“I can speak both languages. I can speak it with my friends and with my mom and 
brother.” JF also said, “I can speak Patois and English; I can speak both.” HF concluded, 
“It is important to speak both languages, like me. I speak Haitian and English when I 
want to; I can speak it.” 
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10. With respect to standards, are there any references to responses to the following 
questions? 
(a) Did students worry that their heritage language might not meet pressure 
from nonnuclear family members?  
(b) Did students worry that their heritage language might not achieve 
academic standards?  
(c) To what degree did students engage in any of those standards or 
benchmarks regarding their own language?  
(d) What aspects of additive bilingualism are present in our current standards?  
 Students did not state or reveal any concerns about meeting any heritage language 
standard or expectation—a finding that expands on those of Arriagada (2005), Crystal 
(2000), Crawford (2006), Brown and Cocking (2000), Brown (2005). Students not only 
mentioned an interest in learning their heritage language but repeatedly stated their 
genuine interest in learning the heritage language through their culture. For example, HM 
said, “Probably culture, because it is different down there than it is here.” That is 
probably the only reason I want to learn it.” JM concurred, “The culture, because you are 
colorful like your backgrounds.”  
Students did not make direct statements that reflect the standards adopted in the 
course design by the Florida Department of Education (based on the National Standards 
for Foreign Language Education that were adopted by ACTFL). The development of the 
standards adopted nationwide is based on the five standards: communications, 
communities, culture, comparisons and communities. Most of the standards reflect an 
apparent approach toward bilingualism, except the standard referring to connections, 
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where there is a reference to a foreign language and not necessarily a heritage language. 
In other words, students are encouraged to learn their heritage language as a foreign 
language, not as a heritage language. Neither the students from Brazil nor Haiti made 
references to Florida standards concerning their respective heritage languages.  
11. Did any student suggest that their own bilingualism could be an asset toward 
learning a third or fourth language? 
 Students did not reference the possibility of using their heritage language as a 
trampoline toward the learning of other languages. Studies by Bronwyn (2003), Birch 
(1993), Gort (2006), Crawford (1995), and Thomas and Collier (1997) had also come to a 
similar conclusion. The students in this study only made references in terms of learning 
their heritage language as an asset for employment purposes. For example, BM said: “[It] 
is important to know other languages for work.” Similarly, BF also indicated that 
“speaking Portuguese and English is good for me because I will get a good job.”  
Additionally, HF stated: “I think that it is important if you are getting a job…It is good to 
help others at work.” Finally, JM said: “The whole world speaks English” while JF 
concluded: “You need to speak another language if you want a good job.” 
 
12. Did students note that their heritage language could help them learn to read 
English more easily? 
Diaz (1983), Landry (1974), and Mouw and Xie (1999) found that reading and 
writing could help in learning English as their target language.  However, the heritage 
language students in the current study did not mention how their heritage language could 
assist in the learning of English as a second language. It may be safe to conclude that 
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these students do not realize how their heritage language helps with them with reading 
skills or other cognitive capabilities including code switching. The responses of the 
students only mentioned that heritage language is positive but did not elaborate further. 
However, when the students were confronted with providing a reason for their response 
about their heritage language, they only mentioned they could read in both languages. For 
example, JM said: “I read in newspapers and books from home and watch movies.” He 
also stated, “I like to read at school.” HF concluded: “I can read in English and Creole, 
[...] but Creole is hard sometimes.” Similarly, BF stated: “Sometimes I read the internet 
from home” while HM overtly stated: “My dad sometimes brings the newspaper, and I 
read it.” 
 
13. Did students convey any overt myth or misinformation about bilingualism? For 
example, did students suggest that bilingualism might not be a good idea because 
children might find the two languages confusing?  
Clyne (2004) implies that students did not convey any myths or misinformation 
about bilingualism. For example, students did not mention if learning two languages is 
confusing, if mixing two languages is detrimental to academic language or reading two 
languages limits your English comprehension. The students in the present study only 
made a positive but general reference to bilingualism in terms of difficulty. While 
students did not refer to specific proficiency levels, several students suggested that both 
languages may be difficult to acquire yet did not indicate whether their reference was 
made in terms of learning English and their heritage language at the same time. In fact, 
the students did not explain what they mean by difficult. It seems that students use a 
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general and common parameter to evaluate the two languages. These parameters 
measuring of difficulty may be internalized as degree of difficulty in a particular area, 
such as literacy, that is challenging for the students in their own heritage language. For 
example, HM said: “English is hard [and] Haitian [Creole] is difficult sometimes to 
read.” Meanwhile, JF said: “English was easy; it was not hard.” HF similarly concluded: 
“English was not that hard.” In other words, if the students perceived their own language 
as easy to acquire, then English was also simple to learn. Nevertheless, students never 
mentioned mixing up the two languages. 
 
14. Did students refer to language policy issues? 
Heritage language policies can be strategic links between students and 
curriculum, allowing students to understand and determine their role in any process of 
becoming bilingual. Crawford (1992) and Cummins (2005) claim that heritage language 
policies are important when considering bilingualism. Thus, this question asks the degree 
to which the subjects understand language concerning heritage language support in their 
community. One may posit, particularly from an additive perspective, that the role of the 
student is fundamentally important in defining the direction in attending the maintenance 
of their heritage language.20   Presently, existing language policies seemed to have 
superficially addressed the issue of offering courses and contributing to a more pluralistic 
society. In the case of these students, courses in Palm Beach County are offered in 
Haitian Creole and Portuguese. However, the research has yet to define how immigrant 
                                                 
20 This issue of curriculum will be further discussed in question 21. 
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students themselves are directly contributing to improving to existing heritage language 
programs (Chevalier, (2004) and Douglas (2005). The basic structures of a heritage 
language program should require the validation of its participants by favoring specific 
measures that are provided by its students or it may become counterproductive (Lewis, 
1980), Omaggio-Hadley, 1993, and Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (2002). In other words, 
the policies must include a process from within to allow an inclusive and supportive 
approach that will encourage the heritage language to consistently maintain the language 
and not necessarily to take a course for limited purpose or time (Crawford, 1992) 
 During the interviews, the students stated that schools did not offer their heritage 
language in their school. For the Brazilian and Haitian students, this claim was actually 
inaccurate in that the School District of Palm Beach County offered two of the heritage 
languages—Haitian Creole and Portuguese—to fulfill the two-year foreign language 
requirement mandated by the Florida Department of Education in order to graduate from 
high school. Thus, these students expressed a sense that a policy should exist, at least in 
terms of offering courses pertinent to their heritage language learning needs. However, 
they showed no awareness of the actual existence of the courses or their connection to 
fulfilling secondary school language requirements. Additionally, students did not mention 
if they were previously asked about what to include in their heritage language curriculum 
or what that they would like to have been asked, 
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15. Did students refer to their school’s level of commitment to bilingualism?  
 Campbell (1998); Bransford, Brown and Coking (2000); and Valdés (1995) 
 
concluded that schools have become assertive in their commitment to bilingualism as 
they become more integrating in terms of valuing diverse heritage languages from the 
student population. Paradoxically, as the schools are striving to offer heritage language 
courses on their campuses, the students of this study do not seem aware that such heritage 
language opportunities exist in their own school. In addition, students overemphasize the 
importance of English over their heritage language thus minimizing any heritage 
language related effort by the state, the school district, or the school.  In fact, the students 
in the present study were not aware that heritage language classes existed at Dwyer High 
School. For example, HF stated, “My school does not teach Creole.” JF took this notion 
one step further in terms of importance, referring to the high stakes exams she would be 
taking later: “I feel that English is more important because they score my work in school 
in English.” 
 
16. Did students report taking heritage language classes? If so, what did they say 
about them? 
Delgado-Gaitan (1994) and Fishman (1991) both found that students have an 
innate interest in studying their heritage language. However, none of the students of this 
study are taking the existing opportunity to study their heritage language; despite the fact 
that Dwyer High School offers various heritage language courses. It was evident that  
students were not aware that heritage language classes were offered in Haitian Creole and 
Portuguese within the School District of Palm Beach County, albeit elsewhere within 
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their school system.  On the one hand, students are provided with the opportunity to 
further maintain their language. But on the other hand, the same students were not even 
aware of the classes. The students responses may suggest that students are simply not 
aware of the programs, that students are not intrinsically motivated enough to search for 
their own heritage language opportunities, or that the emphasis on English-based high 
stakes tests depletes these students’ enthusiasm for pursuing their heritage language 
more. In any event, students are not receiving the heritage language support. For 
example, one student indicated that Jamaican Patois was not offered as a heritage 
language in the State of Florida. HM said: “No, I am not studying Creole.” HF said: “No, 
I don’t.” Also, BM said: “They do not have any [Portuguese] classes here.”  
 
17. Did students discuss the political situations in their home countries? 
According to Crawford (2006) and Reyhner (1999), politics are an important 
aspect of heritage language and bilingualism; thus, one might wonder about the extent to 
which heritage language students themselves consider any political situations in their 
home countries to matters concerning their home languages. The two students from Haiti 
freely expressed such concern, making strong references about the politics and social 
occurrences taking place in Haiti. Furthermore, they connected their heritage language 
with these political issues due to feedback they received from peers. The two students 
both said that they did not want to be associated with Haitian-Creole because they felt 
many people may have a negative perception of the present social and political events in 
their country. HF indicated such by saying, “Like, when they say that in Haiti they are 
going to do bad stuff.”  HM agreed: “Sometimes you feel like…[pause]…the 
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government…because a couple of years ago, they had a lot of kidnapping…killing a lot 
of stuff! But it is a little bit different now. [pause]…And probably sometimes it is boring 
‘cause sometime they asked you a bunch of questions.”  
 
18. Did students feel peer pressure either to keep or to lose their heritage language? 
My findings contradict the findings of Hinton (1999), as well as Norrid-Lacey and 
Spencer (1999), who concluded that students do experience some peer pressure 
dissuading them from using their heritage language. Often, heritage language speakers 
are pressured by other classmates and even other immigrant students to use the majority 
language in school. As a result, it is common to see heritage language students at school 
being quickly assimilated by the language of the majority. To this end, one might surmise 
that a student’s idea of belonging may be a factor that influences that student to abandon 
any interest in using and maintaining their heritage language.  In the present study, 
however, students didn’t feel direct peer pressure, in fact even receiving some support 
from the peers supporting their own heritage language use. Still, there was a hint of peer 
reaction in light of political ramifications, as detailed from the previous question. One 
principal example lay with HM, who described the politics as a reason not to study 
heritage language but simultaneously had support from close friends who might be in the 
same situation. In other words, HM has a chance to use Haitian Creole with another 
HMs: “I used to with my friend. He is a senior, so he left now…Yeah, because I can help 
people...and I can help myself if I am in a situation where I need it. I definitely need to 
speak it.” 
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19. What family members are in the students’ homes? Did they mention such? 
 Ishizawa (2004), Kondo-Brown (2005), and Gonzalez (2001) all observed that 
heritage language learners valued their extended family as an important and determining 
factor toward their learning their heritage language. Students in this study similarly 
mentioned uncles, brothers, sisters, parents, and grandparents. JF said that she talks with 
“the whole entire family.” HM added, “Yeah, because you are going to need to speak 
with your grandma, because your grandma it not going to learn English because they are 
a little bit old, so you have to learn the language to talk to them.” 
 
20. Did students refer to their own socio-economic status? 
Peal and Lambert (1962) concluded that intellectual capabilities of the bilingual 
students were superior as compared to monolingual students, regardless of the socio-
economic status.  In this study, the students made no reference to their own socio-
economic status nor any relationship to their own intellectual capacity. In fact, I could 
only infer from the data in my study that students came from a low to a middle class. My 
inference is based on facts the students mentioned with respect to their departure from 
their own country principally due to their parents’ seeking employment. BM said: “I 
came here because my mom and dad moved to the U.S.” JM conveyed a similar message: 
“I came here a few years ago with my dad and my brother to live with my grandma.” HM 
also indicated after the interview that he was being picked up by his parents, who worked 
at a local supermarket. However, none of the students specifically described their 
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families’ income; thus, they likewise did not attach any relationship between their 
abilities (or lack thereof) to perform in school with respect to their socio-economic status. 
 
21. Did students overtly discuss curriculum? 
 The findings of this study are parallel with the findings from Chevalier (2004), 
Douglas (2005), Lasagabaster (2005), Wiley and Valdés (2001), Douglas (2005), and 
Wiley and Valdés (2001). These studies concluded that students need productive 
involvement in the development of curricula that affect them, thus providing 
opportunities to the students to satisfy their interest in their own learning. In other words, 
these studies suggest that students should be working with teachers and administrators to 
create and refine the curriculum (i.e., lessons plans, syllabi). The students of this study 
revealed that they wanted to learn language through culture—not necessarily via the 
curriculum as currently presented at school. JF said: “I like to study the culture.” When 
confronted with learning their language, JM exclaimed: “Culture!” BF elaborated: “My 
culture for me [...] I think is good to learn a little bit about the people, the food, and 
everything.” In other words, students definitely had suggestions for the way they were 
being taught. However, there might exist a slight discrepancy in that while students in the 
aforementioned studies named life skills or abilities to carry on street conversations akin 
to those they have in English every day as their recommendations; the students of this 
study jumped almost exclusively to a theme of culture. In other words, they alluded 
everyday language, but they described such in terms of the rules and customs of their 
heritage language country. 
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22. Were any of the students able to converse metacognitively or linguistically about 
their heritage language? 
  Cummin (2005), Krashen (1996), Thomas and Collier (1997), Beaudrie and 
Ducar (2005) suggests that students are able to converse metacognitively about their 
heritage language. However, students in my study did not indicate that they were 
metacognitively able to discuss their own heritage language, nor were the students able to 
discuss their linguistic skills. The students generally affirmed that bilingualism is positive 
for them. JM said: “I feel great actually [being bilingual]” while HM indicated: “Yeah, 
because I can help people, and I can help myself. I am in a situation where I need it. I 
definitely needed to speak it.” However, they did not mention any linguistic nuts and 
bolts within these heritage languages. 
 
Summary 
Overall, these findings revealed that students valued their heritage language and 
bilingualism. The students’ responses revealed an interest in maintaining their heritage 
language to communicate with family and friends and considered these groups to be the 
most important motivators to maintain the language. The students, however, seem to lack 
concern for losing their heritage language. In fact, most students agreed that they expect 
to maintain their heritage language and even teach it to offspring. Similarly, the students 
were positive with respect to their heritage languages in terms of employment purposes; 
however, they did not indicate any in-depth understanding about other values such as 
cognition, bi-literacy, and academic achievement, or even how they would achieve an 
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academic proficiency level in their heritage language that would assist them in any 
detailed job.  
Students’ responses clearly illustrated that students considered themselves 
bilingual, despite their degree of bilingualism. They emphasized their desire to study their 
heritage language through their culture; however, outside of BF’s comment regarding 
“the people, the food, everything,” no student spontaneously elaborated on what aspects 
of culture would have actually satisfied this desire.  
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
 
 The purpose of this study was to explore high school students’ in-depth 
understanding of the value of heritage language, as such, may pertain to their own 
bilingualism. More specifically, the study addresses experiences of first generation 
students who immigrated to the United States. To investigate the students' understanding 
of heritage language and bilingualism, all emergent themes were analyzed and organized 
from a list of pre-determined semi-structured questions. A qualitative inquiry provided an 
opportunity to work toward in-depth understanding of the meaningful life experiences of 
participants. Student answers allowed a thematic analysis, including the identification and 
examination of the answers in light of the literature regarding the advantages of 
bilingualism that surfaced during the interview.   
 This chapter presents a holistic analysis entailing an examination of the responses 
from the interviews. The chapter further explains implications of the findings, policy, 
conclusions and recommendations for future research, extension of the present study and 
further implications.  
 The study analyzed the responses from the students based on the theoretical 
framework discussed in Chapter 1. The issue at hand is that students’ heritage language 
maintenance is a vehicle toward bilingualism, but its study continues to decline despite 
the apparent benefits (such as cognitive development and literacy) for students. This 
decline seems to be exacerbated by the English-only polices, existing curricula, and lack 
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of understanding by close agents that could potentially help students internalize the 
benefits of bilingualism through their heritage language.  
 
Findings 
The findings suggest that students value their heritage language and feel 
positively toward bilingualism but differ in their preference regarding uses of their 
heritage language and English in a variety of contexts. These results support conclusions 
made by Anderson (1981) and Gibbons et al. (2002). These studies suggest that students 
are flexible in using their heritage language based on any immediate circumstance. For 
example, students may use their heritage language when speaking with other students but 
are also able to switch languages if needed (Diaz, 1983; Landry, 1974).  
There are other findings reported by the students. Most prominently, students 
reported interest in studying their culture. One student, JM, overtly said so, stating, “I 
would study the culture because you are colorful like your backgrounds.” Meanwhile, BF 
agreed that he would like to study culture, albeit only superficial aspects thereof: “My 
culture, for me I think is good to learn a little bit about the people, the food, and 
everything.” In this case, culture may be a vehicle to heritage language and promote an 
additive approach toward bilingualism, as reported by Lambert (1985) and Lewis (1980). 
Again, the students repeatedly reported their interest in learning the culture as a way to 
learn the language with the purpose being to continue communicating with family and 
friends. For example HM stated: “I speak Haitian with my family and my friends too.” In 
addition, BM indicated the times he speaks Portuguese: “When I am home […and when] 
my friends speak Portuguese [at] school.”   
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Equally revealing, students’ responses did not refer to or reveal any evidence 
about their own knowledge of cognitive advantages of bilingualism. For example, 
students did not mention that bilingual children have the potential to outperform 
monolingual children in cognitive tests (Pearls and Lambert, 1962). They did not mention 
bilingual students’ facility to use one language or another to solve a particular problem 
(Diaz, 1993; Landry, 1974), nor did they mention any recognition of their own ability to 
decode concepts in both languages. Furthermore, students did not mention how 
bilingualism helps with their academic achievement (Mouw and Xie, 1999) or how their 
own cognition provides cultural and social opportunities, beyond employment (Bourdieu, 
1997; Hooghe, 2007).  It is important to note that students seemed unable to recognize 
how they would gain economic status through heritage language development 
(Arriagada, 2005; and Reyner, 1999). In this case, students did not articulate the 
connection between their present heritage language knowledge and the degree to which 
they could formally use their heritage language as a vehicle toward bilingualism.  
 The research did not expose any evidence of the differences between females and 
males regarding whether or not they remain heritage language speakers, as originally 
reported in a study by Portes and Hao (2002). Furthermore, there was no evidence that 
age may be an affecting variable toward heritage language maintenance (Alvarez, 2002; 
Hinton, 1999; Veltman, 1990).  In other words, despite the various ages of the subjects in 
this study, these students did not reveal a stronger or weaker interest in learning their own 
heritage language. There is also no evidence in these data suggesting that being from an 
urban or a rural area is a contributing factor in maintaining the heritage language or a 
contributing factor in becoming bilingual or accelerating bilingualism. All in all, as was 
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found in similar reports made by Cummins (1994), Skutnabb-Kangas, (1995), and 
Tokuhama-Espinoza (1993), this research did not find any evidence that students from 
various countries have different understandings of their heritage language or that the 
degree of those differences is unique to their experiences with their family, culture, 
language, and environment.  
In sum, this study showed the following findings amid the comments of the 
students, confirming similar results from previous studies: 
 Students have an interest and a positive attitude toward heritage language 
(Lee, 2002; Rivera-Mills, 2002); 
 Students have a lack of understanding of bilingualism’s cognitive and bi-
literacy benefits (Diaz, 1983; Peal and Lambert, 1962);  
 Employment is perceived as the main benefit of bilingualism, though 
students offer no means for obtaining such employment or the bilingualism 
that would yield it (Guardado, 2002);  
 Age may not be an affecting variable toward heritage language maintenance 
(Alvarez, 2002; Hinton, 1999; Veltman, 1990); and 
 Students report, at least superficially, their need to add culture to curriculum 
to maintain heritage language (Siegel, 2004). 
 Students were able to express narrative about their culture as a vehicle to 
learn their heritage language (Siegel, 2004); 
 Students were able to express their excitement about learning their heritage 
language (Lee, 2002; Siegel, 2004); 
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 Students view bilingualism to be positive but only for the purpose of 
employment (Guardado, 2002). 
The points students failed to make spontaneously are just as illustrative of 
students’ lack of in-depth knowledge regarding their heritage language. The literature 
provided specific findings that were not supported by the students. For example, students 
were not able to establish their own level of heritage language proficiency and the steps 
to further explain their proficiency, a finding concurrent with that reported by Lucas 
(1993) and Norrid-Lacey and Spencer (2000). In other words, the students did not 
mention their current level or delineate how they were able or not able to develop their 
own heritage language further.  The students in the present study did not make any 
suggestions in terms of any steps necessary to maintain their heritage language, nor did 
they express any metacognitive issues related to their heritage language. Beaudrie and 
Ducar (2005), Cummin (2005), Krashen (1996), and Thomas and Collier (1997) showed 
that students may have talked about their own language learning but not necessarily in 
terms of linguistic progress or proficiency levels —that is, in the ways teachers and 
professors discuss student progress. In this research project, students likewise did not 
discuss their abilities in terms of linguistic puzzle pieces, their progress through 
proficiency levels, or other related skills often found as concentration of language 
educators and researchers. In other words, the students did not make any reference about 
how they learn their own heritage language. 
Similarly, the students did not provide any evidence about any possible factors 
that may affect them in relation to heritage language attrition, thus supporting findings 
reported by Agbo (2004) and Lewis (1980). In fact, the students in the present study did 
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not make any reference to attrition, even though literature makes reference to attrition as 
a recurrent and unavoidable phenomenon among immigrant students.  
In addition, studies by Chevalier (2004), Douglas (2005), Lasagabaster, (2005), 
and Wiley and Valdes (2001) unanimously support the idea that heritage language 
students must be provided with the opportunity to further maintain their heritage 
language. However, the students were not aware nor did they make reference to the fact 
that heritage language classes such as Portuguese and Haitian-Creole are available in the 
School District of Palm Beach County or even their own school. In fact, they overt 
claimed that such were not available.  
Finally, the students did not express the benefits of bilingualism and how it relates 
to their own cognitive flexibility, self-esteem, self-identity, self-confidence and academic 
achievement. The students did not mention any concrete advantage of becoming 
bilingual, despite the array of advantages pointed out by Bialystock (2001), Diaz (1983), 
and Peal and Lambert, (1962). Similarly, the students were not able to associate 
bilingualism and bi-literacy as reported by Bronwyn (2003), Birch (1993), Crawford, 
(1995), Gort (2006), and Thomas and Collier (1997) with academic development.  
Simply, the students did not make any reference of their ability to use their existing 
knowledge to read and write in both languages.  All in all, the students had a limited in-
depth understanding of heritage language and bilingualism. The utterances and comments 
students made during the study are equally as important as those they did not make. As 
an example, there was a lack of students’ understanding in the various elements 
established by the ACTFL standards (connection, communities, culture, comparisons, 
and communication).  
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In a sense, students did not touch on, even inadvertently, any of the ACTFL 
standards, despite the fact that all descriptions within the standards are broad. 
Theoretically, there is a notion that a rotation between the aforementioned standards 
enables students to recognize the importance of their heritage language and become a 
successful member of the bilingual community. Such a lack of in-depth understanding on 
the part of these students is perhaps due to my own premature expectation since I asked 
students to reflect, at least superficially, as trained language professionals. In this sense, 
the students do not seem to follow ways of thinking of a trained language instructor. They 
failed to identify important ACTFL (1983) elements of their knowledge regarding their 
own heritage language development including their own level of proficiency, steps 
toward maintaining their heritage language, attrition, cognition, or any guidelines 
established by the standards to become equally proficient in both their heritage language 
and English, their second language.  
A Reconsideration of the Meaning of Heritage Language Learner 
Overall, this study revealed the complexity of understanding perspectives. The 
basic assumption that students had an in-depth understanding of heritage language and 
bilingualism presented a challenge because of the nature of the questions. Though the 
questions employed language that was understandable to the students, some students had 
a difficult time answering the questions because they were confronted with unusual, self–
reflective questions that were perhaps never previously considered.  Students also seemed 
perplexed by the more in-depth questions. The qualitative approach to investigate the 
students’ “in-depth” understanding revealed, in a subtle way, that there is a variation in 
the degree of “in-depth” understanding of heritage language and bilingualism. A 
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quantitative research approach would have been limited in attempting to interpret the 
reactions and utterances of the students. Specifically, the lack of students’ in-depth 
responses yielded unexpected results. In light of these findings, we can adopt new 
approaches and a new direction for future research.  
It is impossible to conclude, with only six research subjects, that all students have 
similar experiences; thus, these results cannot be generalized. However, this research 
presents dynamic examples of students verbally describing their personal experiences. 
Although their understanding is seemingly limited, it is a valued reality that provides 
insight to their perception. Thus, if we are serious in appropriately promoting heritage 
language development and bilingualism, then teachers and teacher educators need to 
understand the position of the student, assess where the student is in their heritage 
language development, and provide the best means for the student to fluctuate 
harmoniously between the two languages. 
In addition, it is important to consider a more dynamic view of the heritage 
language learner. Students cannot just be heritage language learners. This study implies 
that there are three types of heritage language learners: the monolingual heritage 
language learner, the transitional bilingual-heritage language learner, and the fully 
bilingual heritage language learner. 
 
 
Monolingual HLL  Transitional-Bilingual HLL    Fully Bilingual HLL 
   1          1.5                               2 
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Currently, I find a shortcoming with respect to the current use of the term heritage 
language learner, which makes reference only to a monolingual heritage language 
student interested in studying a second language—in this case, English. Therefore, I 
present an alternative skill-based reference of a heritage language learner as one who has 
no proficiency in their heritage language or English but is making an effort to learn both 
languages. In this context the monolingual heritage language learner is not proficient in 
either language as they are still developing linguistically with respect to listening, 
speaking, reading, and writing. Transitional heritage language learners, at this stage of 
language development, are continuing to learn both their own heritage language and 
English but have only some proficiency in both languages. The fully bilingual heritage 
language learner is one who has developed advanced, superior, or native-like21 language 
proficiency skills in both their heritage language and the majority language—in our case, 
English (ACTFL, 1983). In making a distinction between the various heritage language 
learners, it is possible to refine short term and long-term research based on concrete 
evidence that there are degrees of heritage language speakers in relation to becoming 
bilingual. This distinction may provide more insight and specifics about the heritage 
language learner, and their desire to use their linguistic and cultural resources to become 
bilingual. 
 
 
 
                                                 
21 The description of the different proficiency levels of language are based on the definitions established by 
the American Association for the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL). 
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Implications of the Findings 
Implications for Teachers  
The students seemed intrinsically motivated to learn the heritage language, as they 
expressed a solid interest in doing so in their classes by including a stronger tie to culture. 
They did not, however, elaborate on what this notion of culture implies.22 Nevertheless, 
from the perspective of the heritage language student, a teacher’s ignoring this interest 
could deter and repress possibilities of developing bilingual students (Cummins, 1994; 
Skutnabb-Kangas, 1995; Tokuhama-Espinoza, 2003). Such may also suggest that 
teachers of foreign language courses can tap into the experiences of heritage language 
learners as they participate in foreign language classrooms. In turn, the students are 
validated in terms of their heritage language. 
 Teachers can also help students understand numerous advantages to bilingualism. 
As a general response in this study, students solely referred to employment as the only 
direct non-family or friend-related advantage of bilingualism. In other words, students 
may simply be expressing a social condition that has been instilled in them and are only 
mirroring the economic conditions that provoked their families to immigrate to the 
United States in the first place. 
Another implication is the employability of the heritage language student. From a 
socio-economic angle, students are focusing their academic and social efforts on 
becoming employable. As a result, students mention the economic rewards of future 
                                                 
22 Though students did not overtly say so, one may suspect that students’ heritage language, as presented in 
foreign language classes to non-heritage learners may be presented in a traditionally grammar-based way. 
Such course formats often linking linguistics to exercises in four skills—listening, speaking, reading, and 
writing (Siegel, 2004)—may especially bore heritage language students already familiar with such 
language constructs.  
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employment, but they do not discuss how to learn or use sophisticated language—the 
kind of academic language that should help them obtain the economic reward. By the 
same token, they mention neither family nor teachers as contributors to the development 
of a connection between bilingualism and employment (Arriagada, 2005; Guardado, 
2002; Reyner, 1999). Put simply, apart from talking with a few people close to them, 
students seem to want to become bilingual to obtain a position in the job market, nothing 
more (Guardado, 2002). Learning the heritage language and becoming bilingual may be 
affecting students’ understanding as they seem to have limited understanding of more 
complex benefits, such as mental flexibility and bi-literacy (Bronwyn, 2003; Birch, 1993; 
Crawford, 1995; Gort, 2006; Thomas and Collier, 1997). Thus, teachers may wish to 
unfurl these advantages regularly for heritage language students. 
This lack of recognition by teachers may embolden a subtractive approach by the 
students toward bilingualism as they submerge in one language to increase their 
probabilities of employment, but not necessarily to expand their cognitive capabilities 
(Portes and Hao, 2002). This effect may not reflect Slaving and Cheun’s (2005) idea of 
advocating the promotion of bilingualism with controlled support and active cognitive 
tasks—which students are probably not experiencing. Perhaps if teachers provide the 
basis for understanding such cognitive advantages, students would be more likely to learn 
that bilingual students can exercise more areas in their brain than monolingual students. 
 Moreover, Crystal (2000) reports that as age increases, heritage language 
decreases; perhaps because the students are young, they are limited by a lack of 
understanding of their own cognitive flexibility, ability, and performance.  In other 
words, the basic concept of bilingualism, as presently perceived by students, seems to 
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only serve as an enhancement to employment opportunities, and is not sufficient to 
satisfy an additive approach. At this stage, students may need more direction from agents 
who can provide guidance in terms of making clear of all the benefits of an additive 
approach toward bilingualism. 
Age may partially be responsible for the decrease in heritage language 
maintenance and bilingualism. For example, Magiste (1986) found that elementary 
children age 10 are at the pinnacle in maximizing their willingness to equally achieve 
proficiency in both languages due to their “spontaneity, flexibility and imitative ability” 
(p. 117). Thus, heritage language maintenance may be more natural to younger students, 
who do not require further explanation. Older students may need teachers’ reaffirmation 
and clear convictions about the rationale for maintaining their heritage language and 
using it as a vehicle toward bilingualism. Perhaps as age increases, so does the need for 
teachers to reaffirm the benefits of bilingualism, beyond employment opportunities; for 
example, cognitive abilities, cognitive elasticity, academic achievement, self-esteem, and 
self-identity. Bilingualism, as a result of an additive approach, must be validated by 
teachers and valued by the students, in a way that closely reflects the same principles that 
are applied to English language speakers in the United States as they learn their heritage 
language for communication and literacy, while refining their opportunities for social and 
academic success (Bourdieu, 1997; Hooghe, 2007; Pearl and Lambert, 1962). 
Implications for Students  
Students continue to have a positive attitude toward the heritage language. 
Consequently, students’ own dispositions may provide convictions that are needed to be 
future promoters, advocates, and supporters of their heritage language and bilingualism. 
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In other words, their positive attitude may provide a foundation upon which further 
emphasis or coaching might be helpful to maintain the heritage language (Lee, 2005; 
Imbens-Bailey, 1996). This sentiment may also provide an opportunity for students to 
explore their own language interests, which can be for beneficial for intellectual growth 
as it allows them to enrich their mental capabilities. The students’ motivation (i.e., future 
employment) continues to be an important variable in considering heritage language 
maintenance as students report basic levels of intrinsic motivation to study the heritage 
language (Guardado, 2002).  
 
Heritage Language and Future Considerations 
 The results of this study, particularly when put into the context of the existing 
literature and modern day policy, evoke several key trains of thought. I offer the 
following considerations regarding curriculum, parents, identity, and policy as sparks for 
future consideration and foundations for inquiry, discussion, and research. 
 
Curriculum  
Students in this study stated an interest in adding culture to foreign language 
classroom curriculum as a way for them to study their heritage language. They provided 
insight into their attitudes and positive dispositions, which can be used as a trampoline to 
curriculum design. When asked about why it is important to learn the heritage language, 
HM replied: “Probably culture, because it is different down there than it is here. That is 
probably the only reason I want to learn it…and the music.” In other words, culture is 
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valued as a vehicle toward heritage language. This quote confirms an interest in students’ 
maintenance of their heritage language.  
 The students expressed an interest and an affinity toward heritage language and, 
to a certain degree, bilingualism. However, the students are not referring to their attitude 
or their lack of understanding of possible positive effects on cognition due to 
bilingualism. Example phenomena demonstrating such are showcased as students suggest 
adding culture, as a general term, to the existing heritage language curriculum (Chevalier, 
2004; Douglas, 2005; Lasagabaster, 2005; Kanan and Dillon; Wiley and Valdes, 2001). 
Though not overtly stated, students’ perception of their heritage language study is 
most likely part of a foreign language curriculum, not necessarily designed for them but 
rather for non heritage language learning students. Heritage language students, in fact, 
may wish to refrain from grammar-based approaches in favor of a more personalized 
approach to learning the heritage language —through culture, though their explanations 
regarding what specific real-life aspects of culture, at least in this research, are currently 
without specific detail. Such legitimatization of the students’ heritage in a foreign 
language classroom may provide a more realistic value to learners by making the 
language more personal and more meaningful (Douglas, 2005; Kagan and Dillon, 2001; 
Lasagabaster, 2005; and Valdes 1995). Current curricularists could direct their attention 
to heritage language high school students who have been thus far neglected, perhaps 
gathering and developing lessons directly upon students’ own experiences. In that 
students in this study name employment as a motivator for maintaining heritage 
language, curricularists could then revisit the notion of English for Special Purposes 
(ESP) type elements (e.g., Business English, English for medical and legal purposes) for 
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developing specific contextualized materials and extending such content for heritage 
language classes. Lesson plan addenda might include role plays—for example, classes for 
nursing, creating and registering a business in Florida, and a basic introduction to US 
rights and obligations to new US citizen) conducted in Haitian-Creole, Portuguese, and 
Jamaican-Patois. 
 Parents  
The results of this research suggest that parents should be encouraged to explore 
the capabilities and the possibilities of helping develop a bilingual-heritage language 
student. Parents can be important in any heritage language maintenance process as they 
are in constant contact with the student (Ochs & Shieffelin, 1984). Indeed, parents, as 
agents, may not have the tools, experience, training, or basic knowledge that allow for a 
clear discussion of heritage language and bilingualism as they relate to cognition (Diaz, 
1983; Peal and Lambert, 1962). This lack of understanding may be quickly absorbed by 
the student, who internalizes the ambiguity of learning a language and only sees the 
economic advantages. In this case, the students are only stating the implications of 
bilingualism based on early and constant mental conditioning to accept bilingualism as 
means to increased marketability. Thus, just as with teachers, parents’ understanding of 
the intricate advantages of bilingualism could be assets in students’ advancement toward 
more academic study of their heritage language. 
 An important dimension is the need for community language centers to stimulate 
parents and grandparents with the same ethnolinguistic roots to encourage heritage 
language learning. It is clear from the students’ perspectives that speaking with family 
members is important. Students are confirming their own orientation to their language 
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learning. They desire a meaningful connection between their lives and their heritage 
language. However, the school community is not mentioned as an intricate link between 
the generations and as a means of transmission of heritage language, a condition that is 
intertwined in bilingualism (Reyhner, 1999). 
Identity  
Another important aspect to consider is that students have their own narrative 
about their identity, but not necessarily about their language. According to Tapani (2009), 
identity is culturally-based perception of self as determined with respect to how we think 
other people view us.  In other words, students laud and value their culture and the 
language they represent. The students from Haiti, Brazil, and Jamaica expressed a 
genuine interest in their own foods, music, and identity. For example, the students from 
Jamaica were proud of their own accent. The students from Haiti and Brazil stated their 
pride for their food and festivals (e.g., griots, samba) though examples were never 
specifically named. However, students also exhibited a degree of ambivalence in terms of 
learning and practicing their own language (Norton, 1997). The students in this study 
were bilingual and maintained their heritage language. However, within their narratives, 
the students raised suspicions about language loss because they have yet to lose their own 
language (Veltman, 1990). Only the previous generations of immigrants have lost their 
native language. To that end, students seem to have the mentorship to keep their cultural 
identity but not their intricate language pieces. 
The students’ lack of self-perception is perhaps not their own creation but rather a 
result of their parents and teachers. There is no evidence that the viewpoints of the 
mentors would hold more weight than the viewpoints of the students but I suspect that 
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students’ responses are likely a reflection of how they are instructed. Perhaps, if the 
student is mentored in having a positive outlook toward their heritage language and 
bilingualism, they may be more likely to adopt the positive outlook of their mentor.  This 
kind of mentorship, I imagine, may need to be consistent through time and strong enough 
to inculcate an innate desire in the students to maintain their heritage language.  
The findings of this study were congruent with Hinton’s (1999) findings in that 
the students from Haiti, Brazil, and Jamaica developed a sense of shame toward their 
heritage language and culture for fear of being criticized, labeled, and ridiculed. Perhaps 
this sense of shame adds to the attitudes that children may develop in relation to the status 
of their heritage language. This could create a burden and a sense of resentment, 
especially when students are forced into English classes despite the available resources to 
implement bilingual programs that would foster heritage language development and 
bilingualism (Norrid-Lacey and Spencer, 1999). 
 It was not clear if the students simply wanted to submerge in the dominant 
language and reject their heritage language while becoming bilingual. The important 
point is that students seemed not to recognize the boundaries that define what is 
necessary to maintain their heritage language and become bilingual.  It is also crucial to 
consider that students’ lack of language competence and interest in both languages is 
perhaps a direct mismatch between their intent and the intent of the teachers (Fishman, 
1964; Cho, Shin, & Krashen, 2004; Valdes, 2000). Speaking positively and concretely 
with students about the advantages of heritage language development must continue 
because it might encourage students to practice and maintain their heritage language. 
More importantly, students must be provided with information regarding the cognitive 
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value of bilingualism if we desire bilingual students. Students seem to have an innate 
desire to learn the heritage language for the purpose of continuing communication with 
family and friends instead of learning the heritage language to properly and formally 
communicate with other audiences (i.e., school). 
Policy  
Heritage language students, as mentioned in Chapter 2, can be ambivalent in 
defining the boundaries that may label them as “immigrants.” Such ambivalence, along 
with the desire to submerge in the dominant language, creates a challenge to the existing 
policies and current curricular programs that attend to the existing perceptions and needs. 
While considering pre-existing legislation, regulations, practices, and guidelines in the 
development of new policies, policy-makers might bear in mind that their decisions could 
restrict students’ learning of their own heritage language. 
The heritage language speakers in this study, who attend schools in the United 
States, with high levels of proficiency in their heritage language may experience heritage 
language attrition as they are enrolled in programs that focus on English as the language 
to communicate with all audiences. For example, students did not mention the 
implementation of bilingual programs at the district level or any heritage language 
programs in the schools designed to maintain their heritage language, despite evidence 
that heritage language speakers are able to excel in their development of their heritage 
language while also mastering English. 
 It is prudent to indicate that existing school policies—e.g., English for the 
Children Propositions passed in California, Arizona—may further be in conflict with 
students’ desire to become bilingual through studying their heritage culture rather than 
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through studying the heritage language, particularly as modern language is often taught in 
high school classrooms (Crawford, 2006). This study suggests that parents, teachers, 
family members, and friends of heritage language students could reconsider policies by 
recognizing lifelong consequences of their mentorship in the realm of heritage language 
and bilingualism, which may result in students proportionally learning both languages. 
Equally important, foreign language teaching policymakers must find a practical 
approach and employ innovative strategies to write the heritage language curriculum—
not in isolation, but in cooperation—with the heritage language students. In other words, 
curriculum development should include the students in the elements that are crucial for 
the students in order to maintain their heritage language. For example, students should be 
able to provide fundamental information in the narrative of the curriculum, including, 
lessons and authentic resource materials. Perhaps the orientation of the curriculum should 
be inclined to explore the various careers and its fields since the students seem to have a 
positive disposition to learn their heritage language for the purpose of employment. Such 
a venture might close any gap between the heritage language maintenance and its 
parallelism with bilingualism, thus creating a model that establishes and solidifies 
heritage language as a base for and as a mechanism toward bilingualism. 
 Students indicated that they are placed in foreign language classes to fulfill the 
language requirements mandated by the State of Florida, relegating their study of their 
heritage language to a matter of convenience because these languages classes are already 
in place. No student, however, indicated knowledge of existing heritage languages 
courses in Portuguese and Haitian Creole in schools in the State of Florida (see 
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appendices H and I). It is possible—in fact, probable—that they do not know these 
classes are a possibility. 
 Policy is formed based on principles not fully understood by the decision makers, 
such as the needs and perspectives of the students. To this end, teachers encourage the 
heritage language learners in their classroom and superimpose their educational 
philosophies and policies on the students. Furthermore, state public policy may actually 
advocate for anti-bilingual programs (e.g., California, Arizona, and Massachusetts), thus 
presenting a challenge to heritage language learners because they are subtly forced to 
follow policies. As a result, these obstacles may impede any positive disposition heritage 
language speakers possess toward their heritage language or bilingualism. 
In addition, specific funding also has a direct effect in creating a wider gap in 
heritage language learning and bilingualism. For example, the Foreign Language 
Assistance Program (FLAP), which is a federal grant, provides funds to states that will 
provide specific programs that will only teach so-called critical languages (i.e., Mandarin, 
Arabic), thus creating a greater hierarchical disparity between students who speak these 
languages and students who speak other common, and equally valuable languages.  In 
this specific case, the educational institutions are faced with a dilemma where they will 
fulfill the needs of the government, but only benefit a few students, and even fewer 
heritage language students. 
          It is time for policy makers to recognize the diverse benefits of maintaining the 
heritage language as a vehicle toward bilingualism as these students are vital to our 
current educational system (Greymorning, 1997; Reyner, 1999). Heritage language 
students are potentially able to become bilingual and biliterate; they are able to co-exist 
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linguistically and culturally in their schools, homes, and places of employment. 
Legislators, administrators, teachers, parents, and educational policy makers should be 
encouraged to recognize the need to implement a policy that creates a curriculum for 
heritage language learners that will promote bilingualism (Crystal, 2000). This first step 
is to shift the perception of students who move to the United States toward parity with 
other countries that facilitate and encourage students communicating in more than one 
language.  
          Presently, heritage language students are located in the pendulum of a disjointed 
government that does not recognize heritage language as a benefit, but as a hindrance 
(Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000; Cummins, 2005). The federal government 
provides limited funds for studying critical languages and sends scarce resources to states 
for specific foreign language programs.23 These are primarily monetary transactions with 
expectations that the government obtains some benefits in exchange for their funding.  
Heritage language is an effective vehicle toward bilingualism, but the policies are created 
at the expense of research in this field. In other words, policies are overly simplified 
while sound research is undervalued by the decision makers (Bransford et al., 2000; 
Cummins, 2005; Evans & Hornberger, 2005). As a result, only a few of the policies 
regarding heritage language and bilingualism are valuable and cohesive. The political 
climate for lobbying for and against heritage language and bilingual education is charged 
with distorted convictions, rather than serious studies of language and learning (e.g., 
Proposition 227 in California). As a result, policy makers, whose interests are often 
subordinated by personal ideological concerns, create pedagogical decisions on behalf of 
                                                 
23 For additional information please visit http://www2.ed.gov/programs/flapsea/index.html 
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the students, parents, administrators, and teachers. While policies are evolving, the 
heritage language students themselves are their sole advocates since teachers and families 
are not relaying the information. The students will have to combat the political stance 
with strong personal convictions guided by sound reasoning that heritage language and 
bilingualism are beneficial for the students and for the United States (Cummins, 2005). 
 
Recommendation for Future Researchers  
Conducting research on heritage language and bilingualism requires an in-depth 
exploration of additional variables. Specifically, topics such as intergenerational 
immigrants, culture, cognition, curriculum and policy are based on issues that were 
identified by the literature and recognized by the present study. 
 A longitudinal research of first, second and third generation immigrants from 
various regions of the world would provide more answers to questions related to the 
value of heritage language and bilingualism. The students’ responses can be subsequently 
followed through a period of time and checked for possible variations. Although there is 
a substantial body of quantitative research that has investigated the decrease of heritage 
language, the focus of a longitudinal study may examine possible related variables 
associated with heritage language attrition and bilingualism—i.e., social contexts, gender, 
and place of birth. Perhaps the maintenance of the heritage language phenomenon 
described in the present study only relates to the American Continent and Caribbean, 
rather than other parts of the world. It must be noted that this research only analyzed data 
from students from three different countries and students from other regions of the world 
may yield different results.  
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 Furthermore, a study of culture may also offer fundamental questions regarding 
current heritage language learning in order to foster bilingualism: To what extent does 
culture promote heritage language and bilingualism? Is any decline of heritage language 
and subsequently bilingualism related to the imposition of studying about language rather 
than incorporating culture? Are family mentors and school mentors consequential in the 
perception of heritage language maintenance? What are some specific ramifications of 
heritage language maintenance when mentors influence the perceptions of the student? If 
so, to what degree do mentors influence the student?  
 A second set of fundamental questions is also worth considering in regards to 
cognition. For example, does an in-depth understanding of the benefits of bilingualism on 
cognition increase the learning of both languages? Would the understanding of cognition 
propel the study of heritage language among first, second, and third generations of 
heritage language students? Are the cognitive benefits more valued by the students than 
the benefits for future employment?   
 In addition, further research in curriculum seems necessary to answer important 
questions if students were able to participate in curriculum design. For example, would 
their participation increase the number of heritage language learners in heritage language 
programs? Would the programs become more successful?  Should the heritage language 
curriculum be developed by monolinguals?  
 Finally, further research is needed to explore the effects of specific language 
policies on heritage language and bilingualism. Specifically, to what extent does specific 
language policy create an imposition on any student? How are teachers, parents, and 
administrators able to evade current English-only policies?  Should the United States 
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adopt a national policy for heritage language learning and bilingualism? Should the 
federal government allow individual states to decide language policies? Is there an ideal 
position regarding heritage language programs in the school districts, the states, and the 
federal government? And, should the federal government superimpose dual language 
education on the United States?  
 
Conclusion 
 The present research found that students from Brazil, Haiti, and Jamaica have 
similarities and differences in their understanding of the value of heritage language and 
bilingualism. The findings revealed some specific references that can be utilized in the 
development of current heritage language programs, policies, and curricula.  
 The results obtained through this study shed light on a population that is seldom 
addressed, yet their insight was exceptionally revealing and provides guidance for future 
analyses.  The heritage language speaker possesses the language bases to be bilingual, but 
the school curriculum, policies, and mentors may hinder their ability to become bilingual. 
The students’ desire to study their own language is also an important factor toward 
bilingualism because students who are interested in maintaining the language consider 
studying culture a more meaningful way to learn their heritage language. One must then 
wonder if there is a disjuncture between the content of typical foreign languages classes 
and the goals and desires of heritage language learners who attend them.  
 For example, a close analysis of the heritage language courses in Haitian Creole 
and Portuguese (Appendices H and I) adopted by the Florida Department of Education 
were originally developed for the instruction of foreign language, not heritage language. 
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The general framework shows that students are to be assessed in four skills (listening, 
speaking, reading and writing) and subsequently within three modes of communication 
(interpersonal, interpretive, and presentational). This approach leaves out important 
existing resources that heritage language students already possess, such as the knowledge 
of their own culture. The current approach is simply assessing students in discrete skills, 
and leaves behind the knowledge base that can continue to excite students’ language 
development.  The American Council for Teachers of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) 
standards,24 which guides current heritage language teaching, promotes pedagogy based 
solely on the concepts of communication, cultures, connections, comparisons, and 
communities, also known as the “5 C’s.” However, the success of the heritage language 
students in becoming bilingual may depend on a sixth standard—a sixth C—that may 
inculcate aspects of cognition. That is, the students may find cognition a stronger reason 
for learning a heritage language and become bilingual as compared to simply learning the 
language for future employment. In other words, bilingual students’ academic 
experiences—perhaps through the comparison of their heritage language with their target 
language—could spark students’ realizations of their cognitive abilities regarding 
academic scholarship (O’Malley & Chamot, 1994).25 
 Society must continue to invest in providing opportunities for students to maintain 
their heritage language. Guardado (2002) makes a strong argument for teachers and 
parents to speak positively with children about heritage language in order to encourage 
                                                 
24 Pleas see the entire document at  http://www.actfl.org/files/public/StandardsforFLLexecsumm_rev.pdf 
 
25 Please note that learning strategies such as planning, organizing, evaluating, and predicting (all separate 
language skills) are used as detailed in the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach by 
J. Michael O’Malley and Ann Uhl-Chamot (1994). 
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them to use it and maintain it. However, this approach must be guided by other important 
rationales for maintaining the language and becoming bilingual. For example, the 
research-based conclusion clearly indicates that such an approach to bilingualism 
“ultimately pay[s] cognitive and academic dividends” (Crawford, 1998) and a well-
designed program is able to enhance school achievement without risking English 
acquisition. Developing fluent bilingual students that are validated must remain a goal. 
Supporters of heritage language maintenance and bilingualism should continue to 
demand that the curriculum and policy duplicate effective language and culture programs 
that adapt to the oscillating conditions of the heritage language student.  
 Politically speaking, the conclusion of this study supports an educational rationale 
for heritage language as a vehicle toward bilingualism, despite the limited in-depth 
understanding of heritage language students about its benefits. Current policy endorses 
English-only practices, but the legitimatization of heritage language students in their 
desire to maintain their heritage language, and become bilingual, belongs to the students, 
and is an insuperable condition that has the potential to continue supporting students as 
self-advocates for their cause. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH STUDY 
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Title: Variation of in-depth understanding toward heritage language: Bilingualism among 
immigrant high school students. 
 
We would like your child to be part in a research study. The investigator of this study is 
Edwin D. Arrieta, a doctoral student at Florida International University. The study will 
explore the attitudes of male adolescents and female adolescents toward maintaining their 
heritage language. This research will give the researcher insightful information about the 
attitude of young adolescents toward their heritage language, thus assisting language 
education professionals in many schools. 
The study will include two interviews of approximately one hour and thirty minutes. The 
interviews will include questions about how your child feels about his or her native 
language. 
 
There are no known risks related to the interview. Furthermore, your child is permitted 
not to respond any question should they so choose. In addition, you or you child may 
request to stop participating in the study at any time. Doing so will not place your child at 
any risk with respect to any penalty or judgment at the school or elsewhere. 
 
In addition, there is no cost related to your child or to you. Please note that your child 
may not gain any direct benefit from being in the study.  As a compensation for allowing 
your child to help, we will give a gift card as a token of appreciation. 
 
You and your child must sign a form consenting to be part of the study. This form also 
explains the study. Your child will be asked to be part of the interviews if you grant your 
child permission and your child wants to be part of the study. Additionally, you and your 
child may ask questions about the study at any time. 
 
Please note that all the data will be identified by random numbers. All data in the 
research is private and will not be shared with school officials or anyone directly related 
to the study unless required by law. The results of the study will be presented without any 
reference to individuals 
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If you would like to know more about this research, your can contact Edwin Arrieta at 
(561) 798-7898. If you feel that your child was mistreated or have a questions about 
being in the study, you may also contact Dr. Patrice Price, the chairperson of the F.I.U 
Institutional Review Board at (305) 348- 2618. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If you agree for _______________________________(name of your child)  to be part of 
the study sign below 
 
_______________________   ________________________ 
Signature of Parent    Date 
I have explained the research procedures, subject rights and answered questions asked by 
the participants. I have offered him/her a copy of this informed consent form. 
 
________________________________ ______________________ 
Signature of Witness    Date 
 
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance in this research. Your assistance is appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Edwin D. Arrieta 
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APPENDIX B 
 
ASSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH STUDY 
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APPENDIX C 
 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
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Research Questions: 
 
1.  What in-depth understanding of the value of heritage language do students 
have about their own heritage language?  
2.  What is their in-depth understanding of the value of bilingualism? 
3.  Are there any differences in the answers associated with (a) gender, 
(b) place of birth, or (c) first language? 
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APPENDIX D 
 
SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
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Semi-structured interview questions as a conversational guide to answer the research 
questions: 
 
1. How old are you? How old were you when you first came to the United States? 
2. What grade are you in right now?  
3. Where are you from?  
4. What languages do you speak at home? 
5. Are you from a city? Or a rural area? 
6. How was your English when you first came to the United States?  
7. Was it difficult to learn English?  
8. Do you think it may be difficult to learn your language? Why? 
9. When you started learning English did you spend the same amount of time 
studying it? 
10. Do you spend time learning your native language? What do you do at home or 
school to maintain your language? Do you have specific examples? 
11. Do you like your native language? Why? Do you like English more? 
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12. What motivates you to learn your native language? What discourages you? 
13. What language you rather use with friends? At home? Classes? 
14. In your own life, how do you feel about equally learning English and your native 
language? Are both equally important? Why? 
15. How do you feel or perceive about other students who learn English and their 
native language? What have you seen?  
16. What would you recommend other students that may want to equally learn 
English and study and maintaining their native language?  
17.  Are you concerned about losing your native language? 
18.  Do you like to be around students that speak English or with those who speak 
your native language? How? Why? 
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APPENDIX E 
 
IRB CERTIFICATION 
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IRB Certification 
 
 
 
Completion Certificate 
 
 
This is to certify that  
Edwin  Arrieta  has completed the Human Participants Protection Education for 
Research Teams online course, sponsored by the National Institutes of Health (NIH), on 
01/27/2006.  
This course included the following: 
· key historical events and current issues that impact guidelines and legislation on 
human participant protection in research.  
· ethical principles and guidelines that should assist in resolving the ethical issues 
inherent in the conduct of research with human participants.  
  
 158
· the use of key ethical principles and federal regulations to protect human 
participants at various stages in the research process.  
· a description of guidelines for the protection of special populations in research.  
· a definition of informed consent and components necessary for a valid consent.  
· a description of the role of the IRB in the research process.  
· the roles, responsibilities, and interactions of federal agencies, institutions, and 
researchers in conducting research with human participants.  
 
 
National Institutes of Health 
http://www.nih.gov 
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APPENDIX F 
 
RCR TRAINING 
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CITI Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative  
Basic/Refresher Course - Human Subjects Research Curriculum Completion Report 
Printed on  
 
 Learner: Edwin Arrieta (username: edwin2009) 
 Institution: Florida International University 
 Contact Information 121 Conaskonk Circle 
 Royal Palm Beach, Fl 33411 USA 
 Department: Curriculum and Instruction 
 Phone: 5616440921 
 Email: arrieta@palmbeach.k12.fl.us 
 
 Social/Behavioral Research Course:  
 Stage . Basic SBR Passed on 04/21/09 (Ref # 2733957)  
 Required Modules Date Completed Score 
 Belmont Report and CITI Course Introduction 04/21/09 2/3 (67%)  
 History and Ethical Principles – SBR 04/20/09 5/5 (100%)  
 Defining Research with Human Subjects – SBR 04/20/09 3/5 (60%)  
 The Regulations and The Social and Behavioral Sciences - SBR 04/20/09 5/5   
 (100%)  
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 Assessing Risk in Social and Behavioral Sciences – SBR 04/20/09 5/5 (100%)  
  Informed Consent – SBR 04/20/09 3/4 (75%)  
  Privacy and Confidentiality – SBR 04/21/09 4/4 (100%)  
  Research with Prisoners – SBR 04/21/09 4/4 (100%)  
  Research with Children – SBR 04/21/09 4/5 (80%)  
  Research in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools - SBR 04/21/09 4/4   
 (100%)  
International Research – SBR 04/21/09 4/4 (100%)  
Internet Research – SBR 04/21/09 4/5 (80%)  
 
For this Completion Report to be valid, the learner listed above must be affiliated with 
a CITI participating institution. Falsified information and unauthorized use of the CITI 
course site is unethical, and may be considered scientific misconduct by your 
institution.  
Paul Braunschweiger Ph.D. 
Professor, University of Miami 
Director Office of Research Education 
CITI Course Coordinator 
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CODING BOX 
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Coding Box 
 
 
Gender Haitian-Creole Portuguese Patois 
 
 
 
Male   
 
 
perception: 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
 
 
 
 
 perception: 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
 
 
 
 
perception: 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
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Female  
 
 
 
 
perception: 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
perception: 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
 
 
 
 
perception: 
a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
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APPENDIX H 
 
COURSE DESCRIPTION: PORTUGUESE FOR PORTUGUESE SPEAKERS I 
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Florida Department of Education 
COURSE DESCRIPTION - GRADES 9-12, ADULT 
 
Subject Area: Foreign Languages 
Course Number: 0713340 
Course Title: Portuguese for Portuguese Speakers I 
Credit: 1.0 
 
A. Major Concepts/Content. The purpose of this course is to enable students 
whose heritage language is Portuguese to develop, maintain, and enhance proficiency 
In their home language by reinforcing and acquiring skills in listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing, including the fundamentals of Portuguese grammar. The course 
content will reflect the cultural values of Portuguese language and societies. The 
course will enable students to gain a better understanding of the nature of their own 
language as well as other languages to be acquired. 
 
The content should include, but not be limited to, the following: 
- conversational expression of feelings, ideas, and opinions in Portuguese 
- comprehension of spoken and written Portuguese 
- oral and written presentation of information and ideas, in Portuguese, to an audience 
- social interaction patterns within Portuguese culture 
- connections between the Portuguese language and culture and other disciplines 
- analysis and use of different patterns of communication an social interaction appropriate 
to a given setting 
- critical response, in Portuguese, to a variety of literary forms 
- use of a variety of strategies to construct meaning from informative, technical, and   
literary texts 
- use of writing processes to communicate information, ideas, and concepts, in    
   Portuguese, to a variety of audiences 
 
This course shall integrate the Goal 3 Student Performance Standards of the 
FloridaSystem of School Improvement and Accountability as appropriate to the content 
and 
processes of the subject matter. 
Course student performance standards must be adopted by the district, and they 
must reflect appropriate Sunshine State Standards benchmarks. 
Course Number: 0713340 - Portuguese for Portuguese Speakers I 
 
 
B. Special Note. The benchmarks for this course are aligned with expected levels of 
language proficiency and literacy, rather than grade levels. Students should be placed in 
heritage language courses as appropriate to their levels of language and literacy 
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proficiency. 
 
C. Course Requirements. These requirements include, but are not limited to, the 
benchmarks from the Sunshine State Standards that are most relevant to this course. 
Benchmarks correlated with a specific course requirement may also be addressed by 
other course requirements as appropriate. Some course requirements in this course are not 
fully addressed in the Sunshine State Standards. 
 
Both Foreign Languages and Language Arts benchmarks are included in this course. The 
Language Arts benchmarks should not be taught and assessed in isolation; instead they 
should be combined with the Foreign Languages benchmarks listed for this course. 
 
After successfully completing this course, the student will: 
 
1. Engage in conversation in Portuguese to express feelings, ideas, and opinions about a 
variety of topics (e.g., social science, humanities, the mass media, current event, etc.). 
 
FL.A.1.2.1 express likes or dislikes regarding various objects, categories, 
people, and events present in the everyday environment. 
FL.A.1.2.2 exchange information necessary to plan events or activities (e.g., 
picnics, birthday parties, science projects, and crafts). 
FL.A.1.3.3 use appropriate vocabulary and cultural expressions to express the 
failure to understand a message and to request additional 
information (i.e., understand how to bridge gaps in communication 
in the target language). 
FL.A.1.3.4 use repetition, rephrasing, and gestures effectively to assist in 
communicating spoken messages. 
FL.A.1.4.2 rephrase and use indirect expressions to communicate a message in 
the target language. 
FL.A.2.1.2 restate and rephrase simple information from materials presented 
orally, visually, and graphically in class. 
LA.C.1.1.4 retell specific details of information heard, including sequence of 
events. 
LA.C.2.1.2 recognize simple nonverbal cues, such as use of eye contact, smiles, 
simple hand gestures.
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2. Demonstrate understanding of spoken and written Portuguese on a variety of 
topics. 
FL.A.2.2.2 answer or formulate questions about a variety of media experiences 
produced in the target language (e.g., video, radio, television, songs, 
or computer programs). 
FL.A.2.2.3 organize information in spoken or written form about a variety of 
topics of academic and cultural interest (e.g., by making lists, 
categorizing objects, or organizing concepts). 
FL.A.2.2.4 listen and read in the target language for leisure and personal 
enrichment (e.g., listen to, read, or view age-appropriate stories, 
plays, poems, films, or visual works of art). 
FL.A.2.3.1 comprehend and interpret the content of authentic, written 
materials selected according to the familiarity of the topic and the 
scope of vocabulary and structure (e.g., personal letters and notes, 
pamphlets, newspapers and magazine articles, and advertisements). 
FL.A.2.3.2 comprehend and interpret the main ideas and details from 
television, movies, videos, radio, or live presentations produced in 
the target language. 
FL.A.2.3.3 formulate and answer questions about the literary elements (e.g., 
plot, characters, main ideas, and supporting details) of authentic 
target-language literary selections. 
LA.C.2.1.1 determine the main idea in a non-print communication. 
 
3. Present information, concepts, and ideas to a variety of audiences through 
speaking and writing in Portuguese. 
FL.A.3.2.1 describe important people (e.g., family members and friends) and 
objects present in his or her everyday environment and in school. 
FL.A.3.2.3 give responses in spoken or written form (e.g., answering simple 
questions, formulating questions, and making simple statements) to 
age-appropriate stories, poems or other literature, songs, films, or 
visual works. 
LA.C.3.1.4 use eye contact and simple gestures to enhance delivery. 
LA.D.2.1.1 understand that word choice can shape ideas, feelings, and actions.  
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4. Demonstrate understanding of social interaction patterns within Portuguese 
culture through participation in cultural activities. (Note: Benchmarks may 
address multiple target cultures associated with the heritage language.) 
 
FL.B.1.1.1 participate in age-appropriate cultural activities (e.g., games, songs, 
birthday celebrations, storytelling, dramatizations, and role 
playing). 
FL.B.1.2.1 recognize various activities and celebrations in which children 
participate in the target culture (e.g., games, songs, birthday 
celebrations, storytelling, dramatizations, and role playing). 
FL.B.1.2.2 identify patterns of behavior and the values, beliefs, or viewpoints 
typical of children in the target culture. 
FL.B.1.2.3 experience and react to expressive and day-to-day aspects of the 
target culture enjoyed or produced by groups or individuals who 
belong to the target culture (e.g., children's songs, simple selections 
from authentic children's literature, artwork, typical foods, and 
types of dwellings). 
FL.B.1.3.1 use appropriate verbal and nonverbal communication for daily 
activities with peers and adults. 
FL.B.1.3.3 recognize simple themes, ideas, or viewpoints on social behavior or 
social interaction in various settings (e.g., school, family, and 
immediate community). 
 
5. Apply knowledge of Portuguese language and culture to further knowledge of 
other disciplines. 
 
FL.C.1.1.1 use simple vocabulary and phrases to identify familiar objects and 
concepts from other disciplines. 
FL.C.1.1.2 participate in an activity in the target-language class that is based 
on a concept taught in a content class (e.g., shapes or 
relationships). 
FL.C.2.1.1 use the target language to gain access to information that is only 
available through the target language or within the target culture 
(listen to a story told in the target language). 
FL.C.2.2.2 access information from a skit or play in the target language that is 
only available in the target culture. 
FL.C.2.2.3 express knowledge of real objects and media intended for same-age 
native speakers in the target language and identify the major elements of the 
source material (e.g., what it is, why peers use it, and where it might be found). 
FL.C.2.2.4 restate and share information acquired from written texts in the 
context of group discussion. 
 
Course Number: 0713340 - Portuguese for Portuguese Speakers I 
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6. Analyze and use different patterns of communication appropriate to the setting. 
FL.D.1.1.1 know examples of word borrowing from one language to another. 
FL.D.1.2.2 recognize the similarities and differences between his or her native 
language and the target language in terms of the pronunciation, 
alphabet, and forms of written expression. 
FL.D.1.4.1 know elements of the target language that signify time, and the 
similarities and differences between comparable linguistic markers 
in the target language and in his or her own language. (Note: In this 
course, students compare Portuguese and 
English.) 
FL.D.1.4.2 understand and apply the target-language pronunciation, 
intonation, stress patterns, and writing conventions in a variety of 
contexts. 
LA.D.1.1.1 recognize basic patterns in and functions of language (patterns such 
as characteristic sounds and rhythms and those found in written 
forms; functions such as asking questions, expressing oneself, 
describing objects or experience, and explaining). 
LA.D.1.1.2 recognize the differences between language that is used at home and 
language that is used at school. 
LA.D.2.1.3 recognize that use of more than one medium increases the power to 
influence how one thinks and feels. 
 
7. Analyze and use different patterns of social interaction appropriate to the setting. 
FL.D.2.2.1 distinguish the similarities and differences between the patterns of 
behavior of the target culture related to recreation, holidays, 
celebrations and the patterns of behavior of the local culture. 
FL.D.2.2.2 recognize forms of the target language evident in the local culture 
(e.g., signs, symbols, advertisements, packages, displays, murals, 
songs, and rhymes). 
FL.D.2.2.3 recognize some cultural aspects, viewpoints, and attitudes of 
people in both his or her own culture and the target culture relating 
to family, school, work, and play. 
FL.D.2.3.1 understand cultural traditions and celebrations that exist in the 
target culture and in the native culture (e.g., holidays, birthdays, 
coming of age celebrations, and recreational gatherings). 
FL.D.2.3.2 recognize the similarities and differences between music and songs 
from the target culture and those in the native culture. 
FL.D.2.3.3 recognize the similarities and differences between attitudes about 
various topics found among teenagers in American culture and attitudes among 
teenagers in the target culture (e.g., surveys conducted through face-to-face 
contact or written exchanges). 
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8. Demonstrate knowledge of wider communities of Portuguese language and culture. 
FL.E.1.2.1 know that many people in the United States use languages other 
than English on a daily basis. 
FL.E.1.2.2 demonstrate an awareness of employment possibilities (and other 
applications) for those who are able to master the target language. 
 
9. Respond critically to a variety of literary forms through speaking and writing in 
Portuguese. 
 
LA.E.1.1.1 know the basic characteristics of fables, stories, and legends. 
LA.E.1.1.2 identify the story elements of setting, plot, character, problem, and 
solution/resolution. 
 
10. Use a variety of strategies to construct meaning from informative, technical, and 
literary texts written in Portuguese. 
LA.A.1.1.2 identify words and construct meanings from text, illustrations, 
graphics, and charts using the strategies of phonics, word structure, 
and context clues. 
LA.A.1.1.3 use knowledge of appropriate grade-, age-, and developmental-level 
vocabulary in reading. 
LA.A.1.1.4 increase comprehension by rereading, retelling, and discussion. 
LA.A.1.2.4 clarify understanding by rereading, self-correction, summarizing, 
checking other sources, and class or group discussion. 
LA.A.2.1.1 determine the main idea or essential message from text and identify 
supporting information. 
LA.A.2.1.3 read for information to use in performing a task and learning a new 
task. 
LA.A.2.1.4 know strategies to use to discover whether information presented 
in a text is true, including asking others and checking another 
source. 
LA.A.2.1.5 use simple materials of the reference system to obtain information. 
LA.A.2.2.3 recognize when a text is primarily intended to persuade. 
LA.A.2.2.6 recognize the difference between fact and opinion presented 
in a text. 
LA.A.2.2.7 recognize the use of comparison and contrast in a text. 
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11. Use writing processes to communicate information, ideas, and concepts, in 
Portuguese, to a variety of audiences. 
LA.B.1.1.1 make a plan for writing that includes a central idea and related 
ideas. 
 
Course Number: 0713340 - Portuguese for Portuguese Speakers I 
 
LA.B.1.1.2 draft and revise simple sentences and passages, stories, letters, and 
simple explanations that 
. express ideas clearly: 
. show an awareness of topic and audience; 
. have a beginning, middle, and ending; 
. effectively use common words; 
. have supporting detail; and 
. are in legible printing. 
(Note: Handwritten documents should be created using legible 
cursive or manuscript handwriting, as appropriate.) 
LA.B.1.1.3 produce final simple documents that have been edited for 
. correct spelling; 
. appropriate end punctuation; 
. correct capitalization of initial words, "I," and names ofpeople; 
. correct sentence structure; and 
. correct usage of age-appropriate subject/verb and noun/pronoun 
agreement. 
 
(Note: In this course, documents should be edited for correct 
capitalization as appropriate for Portuguese.) 
LA.B.2.1.1 write questions and observations about familiar topics, stories, or 
new experiences. 
LA.B.2.1.3 use basic computer skills for writing, such as basic wordprocessing 
techniques such as keying words, copying, cutting, and 
pasting; using e-mail; and accessing and using basic educational 
software for writing. 
LA.B.2.1.4 compose simple sets of instructions for simple tasks using logical 
sequencing of steps. 
LA.B.2.2.1 write notes, comments, and observations that reflect 
comprehension of content and experiences from a variety of media. 
LA.B.2.2.2 organize information using alphabetical and numerical systems. 
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APPENDIX I 
1998 
Florida Department of Education 
COURSE DESCRIPTION - GRADES 9-12, ADULT 
 
Subject Area: Foreign Languages 
Course Number: 0700300 
Course Title: Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I 
Credit: 1.0 
 
A. Major Concepts/Content. The purpose of this course is to enable students whose 
heritage language is Haitian Creole to develop, maintain, and enhance proficiency in 
their home language by reinforcing and acquiring skills in listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing, including the fundamentals of Haitian Creole grammar. The 
course content will reflect the cultural values of Haitian Creole language and 
societies. The course will enable students to gain a better understanding of the 
nature of their own language as well as other languages to be acquired. 
 
The content should include, but not be limited to, the following: 
 
- conversational expression of feelings, ideas, and opinions in Haitian Creole 
- comprehension of spoken and written Haitian Creole 
- oral and written presentation of information and ideas, in Haitian Creole, to an 
audience 
- social interaction patterns within Haitian Creole culture(s) 
- connections between the Haitian Creole language and culture(s) and other 
disciplines 
- analysis and use of different patterns of communication and social interaction 
appropriate to a given setting 
- critical response, in Haitian Creole, to a variety of literary forms 
- use of a variety of strategies to construct meaning from informative, technical, 
and literary texts 
- use of writing processes to communicate information, ideas, and concepts, in 
  Haitian Creole, to a variety of audiences 
 
This course shall integrate the Goal 3 Student Performance Standards of the Florida 
System of School Improvement and Accountability as appropriate to the content and 
processes of the subject matter. Course student performance standards must be adopted 
by the district, and they must reflect appropriate Sunshine State Standards benchmarks. 
 
Course Number: 0700300 - Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I 
B. Special Note. Course content requirements for the two-course sequence 
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M/J Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers, Beginning (0703000) and 
Intermediate (0703010), are equivalent to Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole 
Speakers I (0700300). Course content requirements for the three-course sequence 
that includes M/J Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers, Beginning (0703000), 
Intermediate (0703010), and Advanced (0703020), may be equivalent to the twocourse 
sequence Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I (0700300) and 
Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers II (0700310). It is each district school 
board’s responsibility to determine high school foreign language placement policies 
for those students who complete the M/J Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers 
sequences in middle school. 
 
The benchmarks for this course are aligned with expected levels of language 
proficiency and literacy, rather than grade levels. Students should be placed in 
heritage language courses as appropriate to their levels of language and literacy 
proficiency. 
 
C. Course Requirements. These requirements include, but are not limited to, the 
benchmarks from the Sunshine State Standards that are most relevant to this course. 
Benchmarks correlated with a specific course requirement may also be addressed by 
other course requirements as appropriate. Some course requirements in this course 
are not fully addressed in the Sunshine State Standards. 
Both Foreign Languages and Language Arts benchmarks are included in this 
course. The Language Arts benchmarks should not be taught and assessed in 
isolation; instead they should be combined with the Foreign Languages benchmarks 
listed for this course. 
 
After successfully completing this course, the student will: 
 
1. Engage in conversation in Haitian Creole to express feelings, ideas, 
and opinions about a variety of topics (e.g., social science, 
humanities, the mass media, current events, etc.). 
FL.A.1.2.1 express likes or dislikes regarding various objects, categories, 
people, and events present in the everyday environment. 
FL.A.1.2.2 exchange information necessary to plan events or activities 
(e.g., picnics, birthday parties, science projects, and crafts). 
FL.A.1.3.3 use appropriate vocabulary and cultural expressions to 
express the failure to understand a message and to request 
additional information (i.e., understand how to bridge gaps in 
communication in the target language). 
 
Course Number: 0700300 - Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I 
 
FL.A.1.3.4 use repetition, rephrasing, and gestures effectively to assist in 
communicating spoken messages. 
FL.A.1.4.2 rephrase and use indirect expressions to communicate a 
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message in the target language. 
FL.A.2.1.2 restate and rephrase simple information from materials 
presented orally, visually, and graphically in class. 
LA.C.1.1.4 retell specific details of information heard, including 
sequence of events. 
LA.C.2.1.2 recognize simple nonverbal cues, such as use of eye contact, 
smiles, simple hand gestures. 
 
2. Demonstrate understanding of spoken and written Haitian Creole on 
a variety of topics. 
 
FL.A.2.2.2 answer or formulate questions about a variety of media 
experiences produced in the target language (e.g., video, 
radio, television, songs, or computer programs). 
FL.A.2.2.3 organize information in spoken or written form about a 
variety of topics of academic and cultural interest (e.g., by 
making lists, categorizing objects, or organizing concepts). 
FL.A.2.2.4 listen and read in the target language for leisure and personal 
enrichment (e.g., listen to, read, or view age-appropriate 
stories, plays, poems, films, or visual works of art). 
FL.A.2.3.1 comprehend and interpret the content of authentic, written 
materials selected according to the familiarity of the topic and 
the scope of vocabulary and structure (e.g., personal letters 
and notes, pamphlets, newspapers and magazine articles, and 
advertisements). 
FL.A.2.3.2 comprehend and interpret the main ideas and details from 
television, movies, videos, radio, or live presentations 
produced in the target language. 
FL.A.2.3.3 formulate and answer questions about the literary elements 
(e.g., plot, characters, main ideas, and supporting details) of 
authentic target-language literary selections. 
LA.C.2.1.1 determine the main idea in a nonprint communication. 
 
3. Present information, concepts, and ideas to a variety of audiences 
through speaking and writing in Haitian Creole. 
FL.A.3.2.1 describe important people (e.g., family members and friends) 
and objects present in his or her everyday environment and in 
school. 
Course Number: 0700300 - Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I 
 
FL.A.3.2.3 give responses in spoken or written form (e.g., answering 
simple questions, formulating questions, and making simple 
statements) to age-appropriate stories, poems or other 
literature, songs, films, or visual works. 
LA.C.3.1.4 use eye contact and simple gestures to enhance delivery. 
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LA.D.2.1.1 understand that word choice can shape ideas, feelings, and 
actions. 
 
4. Demonstrate understanding of social interaction patterns within 
Haitian Creole culture(s) through participation in cultural 
activities. (Note: Benchmarks may address multiple target cultures associated with the 
heritage language.) 
 
FL.B.1.1.1 participate in age-appropriate cultural activities (e.g., games, 
songs, birthday celebrations, storytelling, dramatizations, and 
role playing). 
FL.B.1.2.1 recognize various activities and celebrations in which children 
participate in the target culture (e.g., games, songs, birthday 
celebrations, storytelling, dramatizations, and role playing). 
FL.B.1.2.2 identify patterns of behavior and the values, beliefs, or 
viewpoints typical of children in the target culture. 
FL.B.1.2.3 experience and react to expressive and day-to-day aspects of 
the target culture enjoyed or produced by groups or 
individuals who belong to the target culture (e.g., children’s 
songs, simple selections from authentic children’s literature, 
artwork, typical foods, and types of dwellings). 
FL.B.1.3.1 use appropriate verbal and nonverbal communication for 
daily activities with peers and adults. 
FL.B.1.3.3 recognize simple themes, ideas, or viewpoints on social 
behavior or social interaction in various settings (e.g., school, 
family, and immediate community). 
 
5. Apply knowledge of Haitian Creole language and culture(s) to 
further knowledge of other disciplines. 
FL.C.1.1.1 use simple vocabulary and phrases to identify familiar 
objects and concepts from other disciplines. 
FL.C.1.1.2 participate in an activity in the target-language class that is 
based on a concept taught in a content class (e.g., shapes or 
relationships). 
FL.C.2.1.1 use the target language to gain access to information that is 
only available through the target language or within the target 
culture (listen to a story told in the target language). 
Course Number: 0700300 - Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I 
 
FL.C.2.2.2 access information from a skit or play in the target language 
that is only available in the target culture. 
FL.C.2.2.3 express knowledge of real objects and media intended for 
same-age native speakers in the target language and identify 
the major elements of the source material (e.g., what it is, why 
peers use it, and where it might be found). 
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FL.C.2.2.4 restate and share information acquired from written texts in 
the context of a group discussion. 
 
6. Analyze and use different patterns of communication appropriate to 
the setting. 
FL.D.1.1.1 know examples of word borrowing from one language to 
another. 
FL.D.1.2.2 recognize the similarities and differences between his or her 
native language and the target language in terms of the 
pronunciation, alphabet, and forms of written expression. 
FL.D.1.4.1 know elements of the target language that signify time, and 
the similarities and differences between comparable linguistic 
markers in the target language and in his or her own 
language. 
(Note: In this course, students compare Haitian Creole and 
English.) 
FL.D.1.4.2 understand and apply the target-language pronunciation, 
intonation, stress patterns, and writing conventions in a 
variety of contexts. 
LA.D.1.1.1 recognize basic patterns in and functions of language 
(patterns such as characteristic sounds and rhythms and 
those found in written forms; functions such as asking 
questions, expressing oneself, describing objects or 
experience, and explaining). 
LA.D.1.1.2 recognize the differences between language that is used at 
home and language that is used at school. 
LA.D.2.1.3 recognize that use of more than one medium increases the 
power to influence how one thinks and feels. 
 
7. Analyze and use different patterns of social interaction appropriate 
to the setting. 
FL.D.2.2.1 distinguish the similarities and differences between the 
patterns of behavior of the target culture related to recreation, 
holidays, celebrations and the patterns of behavior of the 
local culture. 
Course Number: 0700300 - Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I 
FL.D.2.2.2 recognize forms of the target language evident in the local 
culture (e.g., signs, symbols, advertisements, packages, 
displays, murals, songs, and rhymes). 
FL.D.2.2.3 recognize some cultural aspects, viewpoints, and attitudes of 
people in both his or her own culture and the target culture 
relating to family, school, work, and play. 
FL.D.2.3.1 understand cultural traditions and celebrations that exist in 
the target culture and in the native culture (e.g., holidays, 
birthdays, “coming of age” celebrations, and recreational 
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gatherings). 
FL.D.2.3.2 recognize the similarities and differences between music and 
songs from the target culture and those in the native culture. 
FL.D.2.3.3 recognize the similarities and differences between attitudes 
about various topics found among teenagers in American 
culture and attitudes among teenagers in the target culture 
(e.g., surveys conducted through face-to-face contact or 
written exchanges). 
 
8. Demonstrate knowledge of wider communities of Haitian Creole 
language and culture. 
FL.E.1.2.1 know that many people in the United States use languages 
other than English on a daily basis. 
FL.E.1.2.2 demonstrate an awareness of employment possibilities (and 
other applications) for those who are able to master the target 
language. 
 
9. Respond critically to a variety of literary forms through speaking 
and writing in Haitian Creole. 
LA.E.1.1.1 know the basic characteristics of fables, stories, and legends. 
LA.E.1.1.2 identify the story elements of setting, plot, character, problem, 
and solution/resolution. 
 
10. Use a variety of strategies to construct meaning from informative, 
technical, and literary texts written in Haitian Creole. 
LA.A.1.1.2 identify words and construct meanings from text, 
illustrations, graphics, and charts using the strategies of 
phonics, word structure, and context clues. 
LA.A.1.1.3 use knowledge of appropriate grade-, age-, and 
developmental-level vocabulary in reading. 
 
Course Number: 0700300 - Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I 
 
LA.A.1.1.4 increase comprehension by rereading, retelling, and 
discussion. 
LA.A.1.2.4 clarify understanding by rereading, self-correction, 
summarizing, checking other sources, and class or group 
discussion. 
LA.A.2.1.1 determine the main idea or essential message from text and 
identify supporting information. 
LA.A.2.1.3 read for information to use in performing a task and learning 
a new task. 
LA.A.2.1.4 know strategies to use to discover whether information 
presented in a text is true, including asking others and 
checking another source. 
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LA.A.2.1.5 use simple materials of the reference system to obtain 
information. 
LA.A.2.2.3 recognize when a text is primarily intended to persuade. 
LA.A.2.2.6 recognize the difference between fact and opinion presented 
in a text. 
LA.A.2.2.7 recognize the use of comparison and contrast in a text. 
 
11. Use writing processes to communicate information, ideas, and 
concepts, in Haitian Creole, to a variety of audiences. 
LA.B.1.1.1 make a plan for writing that includes a central idea and 
related ideas. 
LA.B.1.1.2 draft and revise simple sentences and passages, stories, 
letters, and simple explanations that 
• express ideas clearly; 
• show an awareness of topic and audience; 
• have a beginning, middle, and ending; 
• effectively use common words; 
• have supporting detail; and 
• are in legible printing. 
(Note: Handwritten documents should be created using 
legible cursive or manuscript handwriting, as appropriate.) 
LA.B.1.1.3 produce final simple documents that have been edited for 
• correct spelling; 
• appropriate end punctuation; 
• correct capitalization of initial words, “I,” and names of 
people; 
• correct sentence structure; and 
 
Course Number: 0700300 - Haitian Creole for Haitian Creole Speakers I 
• correct usage of age-appropriate subject/verb and 
noun/pronoun agreement. 
(Note: In this course, documents should be edited for 
correct capitalization as appropriate for Haitian Creole.) 
LA.B.2.1.1 write questions and observations about familiar topics, 
stories, or new experiences. 
LA.B.2.1.3 use basic computer skills for writing, such as basic word-processing 
techniques such as keying words, copying, cutting, and pasting; using e-mail; and 
accessing and using basic educational software for writing. 
LA.B.2.1.4 compose simple sets of instructions for simple tasks using 
logical sequencing of steps. 
LA.B.2.2.1 write notes, comments, and observations that reflect 
comprehension of content and experiences from a variety of 
media. 
LA.B.2.2.2 organize information using alphabetical and numerical 
systems.  
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